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INTRODUCTION. 


§ 1. Tsar the Chronology of the Scripture History, both 
as a whole, and in many of its details, is involved in much 
uncertainty, no one, who has given any heed to this subject, 
can fail to be aware. Even in the New Testament, enclosed as it - 
is in a richly historical wera, the learned have never been able 
to agree upon the precise dates of its cardial events; while in 
the Old Testament the authority of distinguished names is 
evenly balanced between schemes which, besides a multitude of 
minor discrepancies, vary in their larger ranges by many centu- 
ries of difference. And, when .one looks beyond mere tables, 
and considers the vast amount of learning and thought which 
must have been bestowed upon their construction, it is natural 
to infer from the wide discrepancies of the results, that the 
elements of the problem must needs be very ambiguous or de- 
fective. Accordingly, the subject is commonly pronounced .to 
be one on which further enquiry is not only vain—since, if cer- 
tainty were to be had, the question would have been settled 
long ago—but presumptuous too: for does it not betray an 
overweening temper, to think of making fresh discoveries in a 
matter which men of consummate learning have failed to bring 
to a satisfactory adjustment ! 

To such prejudices the present Work, which sets out with 
a fresh and independent investigation of the Scripture Chro- 
nology, is necessarily exposed. To any imputation of presump- 
tion, its author must content himself, at the outset, with the 
plea which is usual in such cases—that after a subject has been 
explored in many directions by many great minds, an enquirer. 
of very humble pretensions, by some fortunate accident, may 
poesibly light upon the right track. To other prejudices or 
complaints, as, that certainty is unattainable, or, that the prac~ 
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tical interest and usefulness of the enquiry are not such as to 
recompense the labour of investigation,—it may be sufficient 
to reply that, having chanced to light upon a certain track, I 
found the research when pursued in that direction to be at- 
tended with a kind of evidence, hitherto perhaps little sus- 
pected, of great interest and practical usefulness in itself, ‘if 
true, and sufficient to overrule the ambiguity which has been 
complained of. Ata time when I had no intention of writing 
a Treatise on Scripture Chronology, it chanced that I was led 
to consider the various schemes which have been proposed for 
the adjustment of that seemingly difficult question, the chrono- 
logy of the times of the Judges of Israel. While I was thus 
engaged, my attention was unexpectedly arrested by a casual 
glimpse of a peculiar kind of interest which seemed to belong 
to the Scripture Chronology as a whole. It seemed to me 
that certain facts, which I happened to notice, implied the 
existence of a discoverable order of Divine Providence in the 
times of the Sacred History. Thus drawn on, I was led into 
an investigation which comprehends the entire Chronology of 
the Old and New Testament: and, to be brief, I hope to make 
it appear that the Scriptures contain the elements of a system 
of ““ Times and Seasons” so clearly marked with evidence of 
plan and design, that, unless human artifice have been concerned 
in framing it,—and this, under the circumstances of the case, 
18 impossible,—it must be ‘“‘the Lord's doing,” and ought to be 
‘‘marvellous in our eyes.” What the facts are to which I 
have alluded, the reader shall presently be informed: but in the 
first. place it is desirable that he should apprehend clearly what 
are the principal elements of the question, and what are the 
chief sources of those discrepancies which cast an air of vague+ 
ness and doubtfulness over this subject considered as a whole: 


§ 2. The historical books of the Old Testament contain 
a connected narrative, reaching from the Creation to the close of 
the fifth century before the Christian sera. The narrative 
abounds, throughout, in notes of time, by means of which the 
distance between contiguous or not very remote events may in 
most instances be ascertained. Thus, the antediluvian gene- 
alogies assign the interval between the Creation and the Flood, 
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and consequently the Year of the World belonging to the latter 
event. By means of the postdiluvian genealogies, and the 
chronographical notices scattered in the lives of the Patriarchs, 
we can trace the series “Anno Mund¢” down to the death of 
Joseph, that is, to the end of Genesis. Here, however, that is, 
between Genesis and Exodus, occurs a chasm, the extent of which, 
without information from some other quarter, could be defined 
only by precarious conjecture. But it happens that the re- 
quisite information is supphed, a few chapters further on, in 
an emphatic statement of the Historian himself. ‘ Now the 
sojourning of the children of Israel who dwelt in Egypt was 
430 years: and it came to pass, at the end of the 430 years, 
even the selfeame day it came to pass, that all the hosts of the 
Lorp went out from the land of Egypt...It came to pass the 
selfeame day that the Lorn did bring the children of Israel out 
of the land of Egypt by their armies.” Ex. xii. 40, 51. Thus 
the chasm is bridged over, and the series of the mundane era 
is brought down to the year of the Exode. 

§ 3. But, the process of caloulation being, thus far, so simple, 
whence, it may be asked, arises the enormous variety of dates 
in the years of the World, which have been assigned to this 
event by different chronologists? Take for instance the follow- 
ing :—the date of the Exode is, according to 


A.M. 
Dacks0n ......ccccccscscccovcsrcas ὌΝ 9894 
Halles .......csccsccsescocsvcccccvecsessscccstesaresesesemscs 3764 
Josephus .....sccccsscccccsccccrsccccstcccsscccscscccenses 3755 
Ussher .........csccccccssccececscosccerscctercecsccrsccsceecs 2614 
Marsham,,........cccccecccccccccescetocccesscecccceceees .--- 
CHImtom....ccccccccccovccccccccccccccsserssessseccsescnsecece — 
Scaliger.......ccccsecsresess sosscoscaterscopsonescesece 2454 
Petaviuss ......-sscccrcsossocvccccseccessrescscsccgecesssees ---- 
Vulgar Jewish...........::scsscscsescocssecnseaseeerecs 2448 
ἜΝ 2445 


the difference between the extremes being nearly 1400 years. 
It may be sufficient at present to reply, that these and similar 
.discrepancies originate partly in the wide difference between the 
Hebrew, Greek and Samaritan texte of the genealogies, partly 
in the diversity of the epochs which different chronologists 
assign to the 430 years. of Exod. xii. 40. But we need not 
1—2 
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stop now to discuss these questions, and will proceed with our 
description of the materials of Scripture Chronology. 

ᾧ 4. After the Exode, the descending series is traced to 
a time 46 years later: Joshua xiv. 10. After this, occurs a 
chasm in the Chronology. The last event noted in the. history 
of Joshua is his death, at the age of 110 years. But the year 
of his birth is nowhere defined: nor is it recorded how many 
years elapsed between his death and the. recommencement of 
the series of time-marks in the book of Judges. Thus, from 
the 47th ‘year of the wera of the Exode to the Mesopota- 
mian servitude, Judges iii. 8, the chronology is left undefined. 
We learn only that all the elders who had entered the Promised 
Land and survived Joshua, died in the meantime ; Judges ii. 10. 
If we must have recourse to conjecture,:an interval of forty 
years between Joshua and Judges is as likely as one of twenty. 
At this point, therefore, in default of express information from 
some other quarter, the series a.m. can be traced no further. 
But the information must be derived, if at all, from the Scrip- 
tures themselves: the question must not be ruled by the 
authority of later uninspired writers,. Jewish or Christian: for 
it is evident that neither Josephus and the Jewish chrono- 
logists, nor Clement of Alexandria and Africanus and Eusebius, 
were in possession of any other legitimate sources of informa- . 
tion than are open to ourselves. 

§ 5. However, from the Mesopotamian Servitude (Judges 
ii.) to the death of Samson, the interval is accurately mea- 
sured, as the history assigns the length of each servitude and 
the time of. each judge or deliverer. But between the death 
of Samson and the accession of David the chronology again 
becomes disconnected. For it .is not. recorded what length 
of time elapsed between Samson’s death and the captivity of 
the ark. The deliverance at Mizpeh (1 Sam. vii.) lies 20 years 
7 months after the captivity; but we are not informed how 
many years intervened between that deliverance and the election 
of Saul, nor how many years Saul reigned. From the accession 
of David, however, to the Babylonian Captivity,:and thence to 
the first year of Cyrus, we find an uninterrupted series of 
chronological items, by means of which the interval between 
the two extremes may be determined with great precision. 
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Towards the latter extreme, Scripture History first, comes 
in such decided contact with authentic profane accounts, that 
the year 8.0. of the Babylonian Captivity is known with ab- 
solute certainty. Hence the year of David's accession is known 
in terms of the era B. c. 

ᾧ 6. It appears then, that in the direct history alone, 
the series a.m. or descending reckoning may be traced down 
to the 47th year after the Exode, but no lower, and the 
series B.c. or ascending reckoning, in continuation of authentic 
profane chronologies, up to the first year of David, but no 
higher. Between these limits, the descending reckoning is de- 
tached from the ascending by chasms, the extent of which, 
for ought: that appears'in the direct history, can only be conjec- 
tured, not measured. Consequently, the date 8. ο. of the 
Exode cannot be assigned with certainty, if we possess no other 
materials than these which have been described. Some chrono- 
logista, indeed, pretend to remedy the defects of the Scrip- 
tures: with the help of profane accounts; that: is, to deduce 
the true date of the Exode from the old Egyptian dynasties: a 
preposterous undertaking surely, for no ancient chronographies, 
Egyptian or Babylonian or Assyrian, are any further useful 
than as they have been first tested and corrected by the in- 
comparably clearer and more consistent statements of the Scrip- 
tures. Manetho's Dynasties, for instance, are unintelligible until 
they are explained and adjusted by comparison with the Sacred 
History’. And here,’ again, it is useless to pretend to deter- 
mine this question by the authority of:uninspired writers who 
lived, it may be, fifteen or sixteen hundred years after the 
event. That the Jews after the Christian era possessed no 
sure traditional knowledge of the true date, is evident upon 
inspection of their conflicting estimates, Josephus making the 
year of the Exode s.c. 1648; the modern Jews 8. ο. 1312 
The early Christian writers were obliged to construct the date 
out of the same materials as ourselves, and differ as widely 
in their results as do the modern chronologists. The amount 
of the discrepaney may be seen from the following statement 
of the various. estimates, given by ancient and modern writers, 
of the interval between the Exode.and the foundation of Solo- 
mons Temple. (Hales, Vol. 1. p. 10.) 

. | 


1 See Appendix 111. Sect. ii. of this work. 
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“ ST, Years. 
Julius Africanus estimates the interval a8.........cccccssseseccee 741 
Synrcellus ...........csccsccssccescoseocsseereeeusousessesseasserseressonse 659 
Pasch. Chronicle ..........0cesccossscssseserscecesscecsesccsessweoscoene 632 
Josephus, (Hales) ............:cccccasccssseescsorsonereens beveeeceece 621 
Theophilus, (Clinton) ..........cscccesscencrssesssescntncecerseranse 612 

᾿ Eusebius, Preep. Evang. ...i.....cccssscccsccaccsesscnecescseessereess 600 
VOSBIUS......0ccscccccsceceeseccarevccecsacascrsncaveessoeessenrseneseones 591 
Sulpitius Severus............cccscccsssccsccesecenveereesee cossesseenes 588 
JACKSON ...0000---ceecrsccorccccarcccccccessecerscccccnrssscveesncesegeesces 579 
Clement of Alex. and 3, Cypriam.............ccccccssses seeeeseeees 673 
τ ΙΝ 549 
Petavitts ........c.cccccsccsscccccscceesececsccnsccsssscseccncoconcesenessenes 519 
Hebrew text of 1 Kings vi.1. Ussher, Marsham, and Euse- 

Divs CHrOM..........0..cccecccseccsscscccccecrsnsreesscsesssevencasessees 480 


- ΤῸ is evident, from the description of our historical mate-. 
rials above given, that the true interval cannot be certainly 
known, unless Scripture, on some other occasion, assigns the 
precise number of years which elapsed between the Exode and 
some event subsequent to the accession of David. If such in- 
formation can be found, the date 8.0. of the Exode is known, 
and consequently the sera B.c. may be adjusted to the era a. m. 

§ 7. Such ἃ measure seems to be assigned in the following 
statement (1 Kings vi. 1.): “In the 480th year after the: 
children of Israel came out of Egypt, in the 4th year of Solo- 
mon’s reign, he began to build the house of the Lorn.” This 
measure is adopted by Ussher, who hence. deduces as the year 
of the Exode B.c. 1491: ¢. 6.ὄ 1012 3.c, + 479: and hence for 
the year of the Creation, or 1 a.m., 1491 + 2518 = 4004 8. ο.. 
Petavius however reckons the 480 years ourrent, or. 479 
complete, from the Htsode, which he therefore dates Β. c. 1012: 
+ 479 = 1491 B.0.; whence the year of Exode = 1531 B.c.. 
and 1 a.m. = 1531 5.0. + 2453 = 3984 8.c. Other discrep-. 
ancies of course will ensue upon the different modes of computing 
the 430 years of Exod. xii., and still greater upon the adoption: 
of the Greek or Samaritan enumeration of the genealogies; for. 
Petavius and Ussher follow the Hebrew enumeration. 

ᾧ 8. But the adoption of the statement in 1 Kings vi. I, 
as a fundamental measure, is attended with insuperable dif-: 
ficulties. For, . 

1. The term of 480 years is mconsistent with the sum 
of the details contained in the history, 
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“ ᾿ ¥ears, 
The wandering in the wilderness .............cccsssseess ἜΝ 40 
To the first servitude (at least) ...........0....scccecessssscesereceseence 40 
The sum of the years of the Judges to the end of the Philis- 
tine servitude οὗ 40 years ..............--cccsscsscsccscscececscererence 390 
To the first year of David (at least).............:cccssscssesserereeeeee 40 
To the fourth of Solomon ..............0.ccccsssecccsssssseceeessesserses 438 
The sum therefore is at least..............cccccscssssescccssseeseneorees . 553 


which exceeds Petavius's estimate by 34 years, and Ussher’s 
by 40 more. Hence it becomes necessary to reduce the time 
of the Judges, and this is effected in various ways. The Jewish 
chronologists count the time of each servitude as part of the 
time allotted to the judge, wherever the latter exceeds the 
former; 6. 5. of the first servitude (8 years) and the time of 
rest under Othniel (40 years) they make 40 years, instead of 
48 years. Ussher advances a still stranger hypothesis: namely, 
when it is said, “the land had rest 40 years,” the meaning 
is, says Ussher, that “the land rested, was delivered from 
its servitude (of 8 years) in the 40th year from some preceding 
epoch, namely, from the peace of Joshua, xi, 23.” In like 
manner, the 80 years of Judges iii. 30, denote the 80th year 
from the death of Othniel. This hypothesis is now perhaps 
universally exploded. A third, and the most usual solution 
of the difficulty, is the supposition (started by Marsham) that 
zome of the servitudes were contemporary, as affecting different 
parts of the land. On this hypothesis, however, it becomes 
impossible to arrange the detailed chronology of this portion 
of the history with anything like precision. 

2. The term in question is totally irreconcilable with the 
ehronological outline given by St Paul, Acts xiii. The Apostle’s 
enumeration obviously implies that, between the Exode and 
David were three periods at least, amounting in all ta 5380 
years ; therefore to the fourth year of Solomon must have heen, 
at least, 573 years. 

3. The reading of the text, 1 Kings vi. 3, is iteelf un- 
eertain. The Hebrew and Chaldee read 480, the LXX. 440, 
Josephus takes no notice of the Hebrew number: he gives, as 
the length of the interval on various occasions, 592, 612, 
and 632 years. 

§ 9. As a specimen, and I think the best, of the computa- 
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tions in which the text 1 Kings vi. 1. is rejected as corrupt, we 
will give Mr. Clinton’s, from the admirable Essay on Scripture 
Chronology appended to his great work, the Fasti Hellenici. 


Years. Months. 
Years in the wilderness .............s0sscccseee seeeeaeeerscescescsssesece 40 
Death of Moses to the first Servitude [conjectural ............... 27] 
Years of the Judges and servitudes .....0...-..s.ssecsessevececssseevers 390 
Years of Eli ............c0sccecccsseccsccscsceccassccseccsansceessecesonsssace 40 

: Ark in captivity 7 months, and at Kirjath-jearim 20 years.. 20° 7 

_ To the election of Saul, [conjectural ................sesssseeresseres - 12) 
Years of Saul, Acts xiii. .............c-ccsnsccsnsecsnscnsecsascaccsasseseees 40 

_ 569 7 
Year of David’s accession deduced from the ascending reek- 
oning ......... απ B.c. 1056 
Year of the Exode, (about) .........:ccccssssessssecsetserevteesones 5.6. 1625 


Mr. Clinton, therefore, distributes St Paul's period of 450 
years into ' 
20 years of the Ark at Kirjath-jearim. 
40 .... of Eli. ' 
390 .... of the Judges, from the first servitude. 


450 years. 


and supposes that the three terms of St Paul's enumeration are 
not continuous: namely, that between the two first lies a chasm 
which he estimates at about 27 years, and between the two 
last another of about 12 years. 

§ 10. The scheme which I purpose to establish in these 
pages differs from that of Mr. Clinton, in the part here described, 
to an amount of 39 years, which is the sum of the two conjec- 
. tural terms. I suppose the three terms in St Paul's enumera- 
tion to be continuous, and consequently that the measure of the 
period from the Exode to David is 530 years. I take this to 
be the most obvious sense of the passage in Acta xiii.; the sense 
in which every one would have understood it, but for a sup- 
posed difficulty in adjusting the detail of numbers in the history 
to that measure. In this sense some of the ancients understood 
the passage,.e. g. perhape S. Clement of Alexandria, and certainly 
§. Cyprian, or whoever else, unquestionably a contemporary, 
waa the author of the Computus Paschalis, appended to Bp. Fell’s 
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edition of S. Cyprian’s works. As ‘for the supposed difficulty, 
it disappears, as I shall shew in the proper place, upon a just 
view of the connexion between the Book of Judges and the 
First Book of Samuel. That connexion I take to be as fol- 
lows :—the 40 years of the Philistine oppression (Judges xiii. 1) 
are made up of the 20 years of Samson (Judges xv. 20), 
-and the 20 years of the ark’s continuance, after its capture 
and restoration, at Kirjath-jearim (1. Sam. vil. 2). These 
40 years therefore, and the 390 years of the Judges end to- 
gether, at the day of the great deliverance at Mizpeh, which 
is the epoch of “Samuel the Prophet.” Now the date of the 
accession of David, according to Mr. Clinton, hereafter to be 
verified by us, is the year's.c.'1056. It follows that the date 
of the Exode should be 1056 + 530 = 1586 8. ο., and: of the 
day of Mizpeh 1056 + 40 =1096 5. σ. 

ᾧ 11. This then was the scheme which lay before me, as 
deduced from the outline of St. Paul taken in its obvious sense. 
10 seemed to me to explain all that was difficult in this portion 
of the Chronology: and originally this was all that I sought ; 
for I had no intention of pursuing the enquiry any further. 
It chanced, however, that some figures on my paper caught 
my eye: it struck me that the periods of Old Testament 
history; as thus ‘arranged, had in them a rather remarkable 
parallelism, which perhaps might not be altogether accidental, 
and was at least worth the trouble of a slight imvestigation. 
in the issue, what was at first little more than a feeling of 
curiosity, grew into a high‘ degree of interest, when it ap- 
peared, namely, that the parallelism extended much further 
than what first’ took: my eye. I will state the -facte in the 
order in which I discerned them. ; 

(1.) From the Exode to Samuel, St. Paul numibers 490 
years, and from thence to David, 40 more. But ‘the time of 
the kings,’ from the accession of David ‘to the beginning of 
the.-70 years of the Babylonian exile, amounts to just 450 
years; that is, if Mr.' Clinton, and other chronologiste, have 
rightly identified the fourth year of Jehoiakim with the year 
Β.α. 606, and the first of David with 1056 3.c. Here then 
is the parallelism which first presented iteelf to my notice : 


10 INTRODUCTION. [ᾧ 19, 


40 years.in the wilderness: delivery of the Law, 
450 ... of Judges, beginning with Joshua. 


490 = 70 x 7 years. 


40 years from Samuel the first of the Prophets. 
450 ... οὗ Kings, beginning with David. 


70 years of Captivity: the seventh part of the preceding period: the 
time durmg which “the land keeps her sabbaths.” 


At the close of these seventy years, the Prophet Daniel received 
a revelation concerning a period of seventy times seven years, 
which was yet to elapse before the coming of Messiah the 
Prince. We need not stop at present to consider the actual 
adjustment of this prophetical period ; it is sufficient simply to 
notice the fact that such a period is revealed as part of the 
Divine Plan, in connexion, as the preceding parallelism would 
seem to imply, with a system of periods of the same numerical 
form. 

(2.) This remarkable parallelism becomes still more in- 
teresting when we notice this further arrangement : 

ᾧ 12. The date of the Exode resulting from the applica- 
tion of St. Paul’s outline to the known date of David's accea- 
sion, is the year s.c. 1586. The entire length, in years, of 
the Mosaic Dispensation, from the Exode to the conflagration 
of the Second Temple (August a. p. 70), is therefore 1655 years 
and some months. Now the sum of the antediluvian genealo- 
gies in the Hebrew text is 1656, or rather 1655 years; for 
it appears from Gen. vii. 11. viii. 13, that the flood began 
in the 600th year current of Noah’s life'. Hence it seems that 
the times of the antediluvian world are exactly symmetrical 
with those of the Mosaic Dispensation. 

ᾧ 18. (3.) Nor does the parallelism stop here: but the 
intermediate period, viz. from the Flood to the Exode, ia 
bisected, or very nearly so, at the time of the promise made 
to Abraham. For the sum of the years noted in Gen. xi. 
from the Flood to the death of Torah is 427: and it ia 


Ww nnd wy now. anno | centorum annorum, Gesen. Lex. 8, Υ, 
gexcentesimo, pr. anno (extremo) sex- ΓΖ: 
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very emphatically noted that a period of 430° years, exactly 
complete, ended at the Exode, in the very day of it. ‘ Now. 
the sojourning of the ehildren of Israel who dwelt in Egypt. 
was four hundred and thirty yeara; and it came to pass at 
the end of the four hundred and thirty years, even the selfsame 
day it came to pass, that all the hosts of the Lord went out 
from the land of Egypt.” Exod. xii. 40, 51. That these years. 
are reckoned, not from the descent of Jacob into Egypt, but 
from the promise made to Abraham, is not to be doubted by 
any one who believes in the divine authority of St. Paul's 
Episties. For thus he speake: “Νοῦν to Abraham and his 
seed were the promises made...And this I say: the covenant 
that was confirmed before of God in Christ, the Law, which was 
four hundred and thirty years after, cannot disannul.” Gal. iii. 
16,17. Now upon turning to the history of Abraham we find 
one occasion, of a peculiarly solemn nature, above all others 
befitting to be the epoch from which this term of years should 
be reckoned. On the day of the Exode, says Moses, ‘on that 
selfaame day,” 430 years of sojourning came to an end. He 
evidently assumes that the terminus a quo of the reckoning is 
known to his readers: it has been, therefore, previously defined ; 
and on what oecasion if not on the following! ‘ After these 
things” [viz. after the rescue of Lot, and that memorable and 
moet mysterious transaction which thereon ensued, the blessing. 
of the patriarch by Melchizedek the priest of the Most High 
God] “‘after these things the word of the Lord came unto 
Abram in 8 vision, saying, Fear not, Abram, I am thy shield 
and thy exceeding great reward....And Abram said, Behold, 
to me Thou hast given no seed...and behold the word of the 
Lord came unto him...and He brought him forth abroad and 
said, Look now toward heaven and tell the stars if thou be able 
to number them. And He said unto him, So shall thy seed be. 
And he believed in the Lord, and He counted it to him for 
righteousness. And He said unto him, I am the Lord that 
brought thee out of Ur of the Chaldees to give thee this land 
to inherit it. And he said, Lord God, whereby shall I know 
that I shall inherit it?” Then, after the instructions concern- 
itg the sacrifice, and the mention of the deep sleep and horror 
of great darkness which fell upon Abram, it follows: ‘‘ And He 
said unto him, Know of a surety that thy seed shall be a stranger 
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- tn @ land that is not theirs, and shall serve them, and they shall 
affiict (or, humble) them 400 years, and also that nation whom 
they shall serve, will I judge, and afterward shall they come out 
with great substance.’ Here is the Promise: and the fulfilment 
is expressed with an evident reference to the terms of the 
prediction, in the passage above quoted, with this difference 
only, that in the promise the term of years was predicted 
generally, in a round number of centuries.—Now it is. not 
recorded in what year of Abraham’s life this memorable occur- 
yence took place. Certain it is, however, that the incidents 
noted in ‘Gen. xii.—xiv. must have occupied more than one 
year. I-assume—and this ts the only conjectural element in the 
scheme kere proposed—that they occupied two years, viz. from 
the death of Terah and departure of Abraham from Charran. 
Then the reckoning exhibits this parallelism : 


Years. 
The time of Noah in the ark.............sscscsssoee 1 
To the birth of Arphaxad ..........--sseccesssoseess 2 
"To the death of Terah.............--.-scesscssscossees 425 
To the Promise, Gen. xv......5-....ccsssossoverseroes 2 
SUM........ccerecccecrecesesees 430 


From the Promise, Gen. xv. to the Exode........ 430 


And here it is worth: while’ to notice, what has been -re- 
‘ marked by Josephus (Ané. m. 15. 2.) and other writers, that 
- the term of 430 years is exactly bisected at the time of the 
descent of Jacob into Egypt. : 
Hence it follows, that 


From the Creation to the Flood, being ......... 1655-6 
΄ From the Flood to the Promise............00--seses 430 

| The Um is......-ccs-sccorccsccssessceces 2085-26. 
-which is parallel to the following :— : 
From the Promise to the Exode.............s00e0 430 

From the Exode to the end of the Mosaic dis- ᾿ 
PEMBALION ..........cccccceerescecessssseecessecens 1655—6 
SUM .occcccccccsccscccscscscccececccsccvecce 2085-6. 


ᾧ 14. Such are the’ curious and interesting facts which 
come to view immediately upon the adoption of St. Paul's 
--ohronological statement.. Taken in- its obvious sense, and 
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applied.to that part of the chronology which is certainly known, 
it brings forth the outlines of a plan, or, in scripture language, 
‘“‘Eoonomy”™ of Times and Seasons. Here is a threefold symme- 
try or parallelism of the parts, the whole of which disappears as 
soon as we put upon the Apostle’s words any other than their 
most obvious meaning. I cannot persuade myself that a set 
of independent results of. this kind can be merely fortuitous: 
the more one considers. the matter, the more clearly expres- 
sive it seems to be of design and contrivance somewhere. But 
the supposition of human artifice is precluded by the very na- 
ture of the materials out of which the scheme is constructed. 
The scheme is latent; brought to light only by 8 combination of 
seyeral distinct processes, each of which is. indispensable to its 
disclosure. First, we must know the sum of the several dis- 
connected series of times enumerated in the Old Testament 
from the Creation to the first year of Cyrus: and this was not 
accurately calculated by the Jews either before or after Christ. 
Secondly, we must determine from profane history the precise 
year 8.0. of the restoration under Cyrus: this also was un- 
known to the Jows. And thirdly, when both these are known, 
still no authoritative, wholly unconjectural, scheme can be con- 
structed, unless we be furnished with an authentic measure 
which shall: precisely connect the discontinuous members of the 
historical enumeration. This measure is supplied by a few 
words which chanced, if one may so speak, to fall from the lips 
of an inspired Apostle, seemingly without a purpose, but on a 
very solemn occasion. The notion of human contrivance being 
excluded, is it presumptuous to surmise that this is the Loxp's 
doing, a portion of His ways who doeth all in number, weight, 
and measure, foreordaining to the sons of men the predestined 
times, that they might seek the Lorp?. For my own part, when 
these facta lay distinctly before me, I considered again the various 
intimations we have in Holy Scripture of the existence of a defi- 
nite plan, or Economy of Times and Seasons : I seemed to discern 
a peculiar significance in the particular plan of .which, as it 
appeared to me, I had caught the outlines; and thus having 
gained a very strong impression of ita reality, 1 was prepared to 
expect that upon a closer survey of the Chronology, I should 
find the great crises of the Theocracy, especially in relation to 
the coming of Christ in the flesh, vistdly, as it were, emerging 
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each at its appointed season “in the fulness of time.” Accord: 
ingly I set myself to investigate afresh the chronology of both 
‘Testaments ; and not until I had obtained the legitimate deter- 
minations by strict reasoning upon the elements of each ques- 
tion, did I look for any sacred or mystical relations which 
might subsist between the various portions of time thus ascer- 
tained. The result far exceeded my expectations. Especially 
in respect of the time of our Lorp’s sojourn in the flesh it 
was unspeakably interesting to find, first, that my principal 
conclusions tallied with the most venerable and consistent tra- 
ditions of the ancient Church, and then, that they involved 
"** economies” of a singularly impressive character. 

The results of these investigations are about to be placed 
before the reader. If he will travel with me through the se- 
veral periods of Sacred History, beginning at the New Testa- 
ment and rising to the earliest times, he will find that 1 have 
strictly -worked out each portion. of the Chronology ; that no- 
thing rests upon bare conjecture or loose evidence; that the 
scheme: was not preconceived and the evidence warped and 
wrenched in order to fit it ; in short, that the reasoning employed 
for the discovery of the cardinal dates is strictly chronological. 
‘The facts of chronology being thus ascertained, I then, and no 
sooner, invite him to consider the mystical facts or “" economies” 
‘which in the concluding chapters are deduced by simple calcula- 
tion from the facts of investigation. Before, however, we enter 
upon the proposed enquiry, I think it right to premise a few 
considerations relative to the general probability, the uses and 
bearings, of the class of facts whieh I am concerned to disclose 
and prove. 

§ 15. If we were investigating any class of the phenomena 
of the physical: world, in astronomy, suppose, or chemistry, or 
the morphology of vegetation or crystallization, and in the course 
of our enquiries were to detect some numerical law, or series 
of numerical relations, we should, generally speaking, acknow- 
ledge the law or the relations to be real, and the effect of design, 
even in cases where they do not admit of being exactly verified 
as matter of fact, or cannot, at present, be proved to be intrin- 
sically involved in the whole theory of the particular subject. 
For example: when Kepler, subjecting to calculation what was 
jn his day known or believed concerning the times and distances 
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of the planets, announced as an empirical fact, that ‘‘the 
squares of the periodic times are as the cubes of the distances,” 
no competent person entertained a doubt of the reality of the 
relation, although “for a long time no necessary connexion 
was discerned between the periodic times and the distances, 
until at last it was shown to be a consequence of the law of 
gravity'.” To take another example: no one questions the 
reality of the chemical law of definite proportions, although 
no manipulations, no analysis, however subtle, can bring the 
fact palpably and visibly before the senses of the operator in 
each particular instance. Or, lastly, to use another instance 
which is perhaps the most of all to the purpose: when Bode, 
the Prussian astronomer, noted that the planetary distances 
seem to form a certain regular geometrical series, the reality 
of the numerical law was generally admitted,.although the series 
does in fact but rudely represent the actual distances as ob- 
served at any. one instant, or their mean as obtained from 
a multitude of observations: nay, what is more—although at 
the time of the discovery it seemed that one. term of the series 
was missing*. The fact is still unexplained, perhaps because 
it is an ultimate fact, preceded by no law but the will of Him 


? Brinkley, Elements of Astronomy, 
114. 

᾿ 8. At present we know of no secon- 
dary cause that could have any influence 
in regulating the respective distances of 
the planets from the sun ; yet there ap- 
pears a relation between the distances 
that cannot be considered as accidental. 
This was first observed by Professor 
Bode of Berlin...Comparing these with 
the actual mean distances we cannot but 
remark the near agreement, and can 
scarcely hesitate to pronounce that these 
mean distances were assigned according 
toe law, although we are entirely igno- 
rant of the exact law and of the reason 
Sor that law.” Brinkley, El. of As- 
tronomy § 115. The relation here spoken 
of is as follows: If Mercury‘s distance 
from the Sun be called 4, and Venus’s 
4+3, which is very nearly the proportion, 
then 4423 will be the Earth's distance, 
4132 χ8 that of Marsa, 44+2'x3 Ju. 


piter’s, 44+2°x 8 Saturn's, and 442°x3 
that of Uranus. Upon the discovery of 
the small planets, their mean distance 
was found to be nearly 4+42°x 3. " Kep- 
ler had observed a progression, but did 
not assign its law. He remarked also 
that one term seemed to be missing. 
Bode assigned the particular law, and 
noticed the apparently missing term. 
The existence of a planet between Mars 
and Jupiter was accordingly suspected, 
and at last, to the astonishment of as- 
tronomers, four little bodies, looking 
more like fragments of a planet than 
planets, were discovered at a distance 
from the Sun so near to that which had 
been suspected, that their mean distance 
fills up its place in the series as well 
as that of any other planet.” Cyclop. of 
Useful Knowledge Society, Art. Solar 
System. Jupiter's Satellites and Saturn's 
seem to be ranged round their primaries 
by similar laws. _ 
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Who set the. stars in their courses. It is not, indeed, indifferent 
at what distances from the centre the bodies of a planetary. 
system should have their orbits: distance and mass being the 
measures of the attraction which is exerted by each body on 
all the rest, the actual distances must needs be conditional to 
the stability of a system m which the mass of the several bodies 
is supposed first given. : If the stability was designed, the arbi- 
trium of.the Divine Plan lay between a particular set of masses 
and a particular set of distances. Now whereas it has never 
yet. been discovered that.the. masses of the planets follow any 
law of progression, the distances do observe a very marked and 
simple law: whence it would seem that the law of the distances 
is conditional to the dimensions of the masses, not conversely : 
. in other words, one is led to conceive that the Creator was 
pleased to mark out first the distances, and then to assign to 
each orbit that. mass which should secure the stability of. the 
system: as in the plan of an architect,. the. dimensions are 
first given, and afterwards the masses of his materials are ad- 
justed thereto. .It may be then, that the law in question is 
an ultimate fact, .prescribed by no anterior exigency, but or- 
dained by His sdvyereign. will Who “ doeth all things in number, | 
weight, and measure.” 

That the Eternal should have foreordained the times, that 
is to say, the precise astronomical instants, of His acts in 
the moral government of the world is, apart from Scripture, 
nowise incredible. With man, the season and time for the 
execution of a preconceived design is, in most cases, contingent 
upon the course of events over which we have but a limited 
control. But with God ‘the fulness of time” is not another 
name for ripeness of opportunity or occasion. His acts, indeed, 
of mercy or judgment are contingent upon the procedure of moral 
agencies in His creatures, but these agencies also are wholly 
under His control. When therefore, He has purposed that 
He will destroy all flesh with a flood of waters, or that He will 
bring vengeance upon a guilty nation, it is easy and natural to 
conceive (from our human point of view) that the precise instant 
of. physical time was first predetermined, and then in reference 
to this goal, the masses and forces, so to speak, of moral agen- 
cies, human and divine, were so adjusted as to produce the fore- 
known purpose of God at its foreordained season, . 
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Again, if thére be a Plan for the moral governthent of the 
world, in which are marked out determinate periods during 
which mankind or nations or individuals shall undergo their 
probation, and if there be any appearances or indications that 
these periods, or certain of them in the course of past time, 
involve numerical relations of a regular kind, there can be no 
reason for rejecting all consideration of such appearances or 
indications; but rather the contrary, inasmuch as many facts 
in the physical constitution of the world, facts which we have 
reason to regard as ultimate or arbitrary, exhibit the clearest 
traces of a predilection, if one may so speak, for numerical 
laws of arrangement. 

But on turning to the revelation of God’s counsels which 
He has been pleased to deliver in Holy Scripture, we find, in the 
first place, very clear intimations that “the fulness of time” is 
defined not merely by moral fitneeses, but by a foreordained 
circuit of astronomical periods. In the next place, we do find 
those appearances or indications of which I spoke just now, 
namely of regular numerical relations involved in the times and 
seasons of His dealings with mankind. There, the moral re- 
lations of the phenomena are clearly marked out to our view: 
Moses and Joshua, Samuel and David, are unquestionably set 
forth as so many analogies to Cunist. As little can we be 
under any mistake, or led by a caprice of fancy, in tracing an 
analogy between the general destruction of the world by a flood 
out of which one family was saved in the ark, and that awful 
catastrophe in which the chosen nation was overwhelmed, and 
those only escaped who had found refuge in the ark of Christ's 
Church. Now thése moral parallels seem to be accompanied 
with certain regular numerical parallelisms of the times belong- 
ing to these persons and events. It may be granted that the 
historical chronology of the Scriptures is somewhat ambiguous : 
so were the facts of the planetary system more or less dubious 
and questionable before Kepler's time, and the constituent pro- 
portions of the ingredients in chemical compounds before the 
discovery of Dalton. We adopt, as they did, the estimate, in 
doubtful cases, which seems the best attested: hereupon we find, 
as they found, that there rises into view a series of numerical 
relations which have so little appearance of being indifferent or 
fortuitous that we feel constrained to believe them to be true, 
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é.¢. real and designed. This evidence countervails the vagueness 
or ambiguity of the results of investigation. It was possible that 
we erred in our interpretation of 8. Paul’s statement in Acts xiii., 
or of the words of Moses in Exodus xii., or in our preference of 
the Hebrew text of the genealogies to the Alexandrine or the 
Samaritan: but the probability of an error in either case be- 
comes indefinitely diminished upon the disclosure of the facts 
which have been mentioned. Or else, let it be shown that any 
other construction of the chronology exhibits the like marks of 
design. Again—when the Prussian Astronomer perceived that 
in his series of planetary distances there was one term to which 
no known fact corresponded, he inferred that in the correspond- " 
Ing region of space there was once a planet, or would hereafter 
be found one; astronomers accordingly directing their gaze to 
that region, found the term which at first seemed to have 
* been missing. In like manner, the parallelism in the Scripture 
system of times and seasons seems to fail at one point——by a 
minute deviation indeed; for if the Call of Abraham be the 
cardinal point concerned, the failure amounts but to two or 
three years of defeot—but when our attention is drawn to this 
point we perceive that the Promise, ὦ. 6. some signal one, and not 
necessarily the Call, constitutes that cardinal pomt; we see fur- 
ther which of the Promises must needs be intended ; and though 
the exact time of that particular promise is not recorded, we 
may well be allowed to infer it by way of corollary, seeing that 
the time thus inferred cannot, under the circumstances of the 
ease, be more than eight years too early, nor more than one 
year too late’. ᾿ 

§ 16. It will be found in the sequel that the scheme 
which has been described is but the framework of a system of 
économical or mystical relations, which, while they are far more 
recondite, are much more interesting and impressive than these 
which lie upon the surface. It will be found, for instance, 
that the chronological and historical evidence leads to certain 
dates of the Saviour’s Nativity and Passion, and that the points 
of time thus ascertained stand in most exact, significant, and 


1 For it occurred before the concep. | the 76th vear. I have assigned it to the 
tion of Ishmael, i.e. before the 85th year | 77th. 
of Abraham, and certainly not earlier than 
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diversified relations to the cardinal points of the scheme as 
above deduced. Assuming all this to be proved, we may com- ᾿ 
ment upon it as follows.—We are perpetually admonished in 
Scripture, that the times and seasons of men and nations are 
foreordained of God; and in the inspired history of His 
Church it has pleased Him to reveal His overruling Providence. 
It may be, that the divine chronology of that history shall be 
attested, when discovered, by the disclosure of relations pecu- 
liarly indicative of design. If then, upon the application of a 
certain revealed measure or outline, a singular relation between 
the parts shall come to light; if, after this, other independent 
relations between other parts shall appear to be involved in the 
same scheme; if there shall again and again be discovered a 
eomeidence or consilience of these relations—that 1s to say, if a 
particular epoch, being critically determined, and then being 
found to be marked by a certain significant relation, shall be 
unexpectedly found to be marked by another relation of 8 
different kind; if these relations be characterized by ἃ signifi- 
eance which Holy Scripture has elsewhere intimated; if the 
supposition of human artifice be excluded by the nature of the 
ease; and, lastly, if the mathematical probabilities against the 
mere fortuitousness of all these phenomena be inconceivably 
great ;—-what stronger attestation to the reality of the whole 
scheme can be required or even conceived ἢ 

§ 17. That the real chronology of the Holy Scripture should 
be firmly established, eannot be a matter of little importance. 
The necessity of a well-defined chronology is admitted with 
respect to all other history, aud surely it will not be disputed in 
reference to the Bible. Besides, it is of manifest importance 
to vindicate the Scriptures from the charge of vagueness or 
inconsistency. It is of importance to shew, if we can, that the 
Scriptures contain all the elements which are requisite for the 
construction of the chronological scheme. And lastly, it is im- 
portant to rescue the Bible from the tamperings of antiquarian 
theorists, who would overrule its statements by schemes of 
Egyptian or ether profane chronology. But the system which 
is here presented to the reader lays claim to an importance which 
reaches far beyond all the ordinary interests of historical accu- 
racy and completeness—an importance in reference to the truth 
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and reality of the Holy Scriptures themselves. or if the great 
crises of the Church's history in the Old and New Testament be 
indeed connected by a law of times and seasons, this connexion 
is a fresh proof or manifestation of the divine reality of both 
systems. For assuming the historical truth of both Jewish and 
Christian Scriptures, we shew how they are knit together, as in 
moral respects, so likewise by a plan of times and seasons, which 
no human contrivance could have elaborated. Thus considered, 
the Chronology of the Scriptures becomes a fresh topic in the 
Apology for Revealed Religion. 

§ 18. That there exists among us at this day a vast 
amount of scepticism, openly avowed or working in secret and 
unconsciously, no one doubts who has attentively watched the 
procedure of our popular literature. And this scepticism, in its 
most perilous forms, is no longer of that gross and revolting kind 
over which our fathers achieved ἃ comparatively easy victory. 
The “Evidences” of the last century will prove very inadequate 
weapons against the new infidelity which sprung up in the 
schools of Germany, and has been long silently invading our 
shores. The processes which in Germany are framed into spe- 
culative systems, with us are manifested with less of completeness 
and consistency, yet as really and practically. Iam therefore 
not travelling far from those bearings of the question which di- 
rectly concern ourselves, in selecting two distinct systems of con- 
tinental scepticism as the highest exponents of the sorts of un- 
belief which are vaguely afloat among ourselves. There exist 
among us the elements, at least, of the “historical scepticism,” 
which, even when it professes a belief in the divine origin of the 
Mosaic and Christian systems, regards their historical documents 
as matter of the same kind with the earlier profane history, out 
of which the truth of facts is to be reconstructed by the critical 
processes of the schools of Niebuhr and Miiller; it being assumed 
that both the Old and New Testament contain more of legend 
and popular traditions than of true pragmatic history. And 
have we not among us the germs, at least, of the very different 
“mythical systems” of Schleiermacher and Strauss, in which 
objective facts are treated as the mere vehicles or disguises of 
the subjective idea: whether true or false it matters not, since 
the truth resides, either, as Schleiermacher teaches, in the 
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5 religious sentiment which they excite and express, or, as Strauss 
maintains, in the philosophical doctrine to which they are 
eminently capable of being attached? 

ᾧ 19. Hence it has become necessary once more to assert 
and defend, against assaults more subtle as well as more vigorous 
than those of former ages, the genuine historical reality of the 
persons and actions recorded in the Old and New Testament. 
And in the discharge of this necessary duty, the very Chro- 
nology, if I mistake not, is capable of rendering important 
service. We point to the curious and significant, yet recondite, 
facts of the times and seasons, .as evidence of design and of over- 
ruling Providence: facts, of such a nature, that, if they were 
explicitly set forth in any other ancient history, they would be 
at once ascribed to human design and artifice. For example: 
it has been remarked concerning the early Roman history, 
“ According to the Chronology of Fabius, the history from the 
founding to the taking of the city divides itself into two 
portions: 240 years under the kings, and 120 after them ; or, 
to express it differently, into three periods, each containing ten 
times twelve years; twelve being the number of the birds in the 
augury of Romulus. This scheme was the bed of Procrustes, to 
which whatever was known or believed about the early times 
was fitted.” To which is added in a note, “Ags the life of 
Moses is divided into three periods of 40 years each.” (Nie-' 
buhr, Vol. 1. p. 214, Eng. tr.) Here it is obviously implied 
that this distribution of the yeara of Moses is artificial. Much 
more then must not the threefold period: of seventy times seven 
years, and the exact symmetry of the antediluvian and Mosaic. 
periods, and again of the ante-Abrahamic and post-Abrahamic’ 
periods be imputed to artifice? All this could not be the result 
of human artifice, for it lies involved and hidden in the materials 
of chronology which have to be fetched partly from the Old, 
partly from the New Testament, partly from the records of 
Babylon and Greece and Rome. But, if it be not artificial, it is 
not contrived? and by Whom ?—Again : “ 1{ the tradition about 
both [Romulus and Numa] is in its innermost essence fiction, 
the fixing the pretended duration of their reigns can be explain- 
ed only by ascribing it either to wanton caprice or to numerical 
speculations : and although to us the former may seem more pro- 
bable, there is far stronger ground for conjecturing the latter 
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among the aneients in early times ; above all, where the annals were 
in the hands of α learned priesthood. This character marks the 
chronology of Asia.” (p. 208.) In this view of the matter, the 
years assigned to. the patriarchs before the Flood, if they be not 
the truth of facts, must be ascribed either to arbitrary caprice, 
or to numerical speculations. In favour of the latter supposi- 
tion, one might point to the 365 years of Enoch (the reputed 
founder of astrological science) as formed upon the numeral of 
the tropical year; and again to the 777 years of the life of 
Lamech. But on either supposition, by what fatality does it. 
come to pass that the sum of the years before the Flood is pre- 
cisely commensurate with the duration of the Mosaic system ? 
If indeed that duration were openly recorded upon the face of 
the history, the sceptic might allege that the antediluvian gene- 
alogies were curtailed down to that measure from the true 
original number, preserved in the LXX., by learned Jews who 
lived after the destruction of Jerusalem. Even then, there 
would remain this most curious circumstance requiring to be 
explained, that the mere subtraction of complete centuries, with- 
out meddling with the tens and units, should effect this pur- 
pose’. But apart from this objection, the truth is, that the 
16554 years which lie between the Exode and the destruction 
of the Temple, are by no means legibly written upon the face 
of the history. The true duration, assigned by us, would never 
have become known but for a seemingly accidental and even 
superfluous allusion to chronological matters in a discourse 
which was delivered in ἃ synagogue of Pisidia twenty or thirty 
years before the eatastrophe. It presupposes, moreover, an 
exact knowledge of the length of time intermediate between 
Cyrus and the destruction of the second Temple; a knowledge 
which the Jews before and after that event did not possess. 
It presupposes, lastly, not a mere summation of the years of the 
Kings, but. a critical rectification of their amount; with which, 
again, the Jews did not concern themselves. The supposition 
of human artifice, it is clear, cannot be sustained for a mo- 
ment.—But our scheme will be found to involve numerous 
other relations of the most precise kind, and even more signifi- 
cant and far more latent than any which have been deseribed.. 


1 See Chap. vii. ὁ 300 ff, 


§ 20.] INTRODUCTION. 28 


If it be mete accideht—for it can be no “child's play or jug 
gier’s tricks”-that they subsist there, I know not, for my ‘part, 
what words will emphatically enough express the strangeness of 
such a caprice of chance. Ié will not avail to allege that we have, 
after all, only found what at the outset we determined to find, 
for that we have unconsciously or of design warped and bent our 
‘materials to fit into our preconceived scheme. The whole plan 
of the following dissertations affords a sufficient answer to any 
such objection. If it be said, that supposing the several dates 
fairly brought out, still the interest and importance of the.re- 
lations involved in them exist only in the childish fancy which 
could find pleasure in such reveries, I would request the objector, 
first, to make an experiment whether such, so many, so diversi- 
fied, and so often coincident relations, subsist in any scheme 
of Scripture Chronology which does not rest upon the apostolic 
statement in Acts xiii. but which may be alleged to be equally 
well founded in express statements of Scripture. . And, in the 
next place, I would beg him to estimate thé. mathematical pro- 
babilities of the question at issue. 

ᾧ 20. So far, concerning the bearing of these facts upon 
the system of Aistorical scepticism. As to the mythical sys- 
tem, and that kind of unbelief of which it is the highest 
exponent, it. will be sufficient for my purpose to advert to 
the opinion which Schleiermacher has expressed concerning 
the history of the nativities contained in S. Iuke's Gospel. 
That narrative, he contends, is a kind of mythical poem, com» 
posed by some devout Christian Jew: it is not for a moment 
to be regarded as an historical narrative of real eocurrences. 
Now it will be found in the first chapter of this work, that 
the narrative in question, combined with the alleged con- 
tradictory narrative in ὃ. Matthew, supplies the principal 
element for the calculation of the precise time of our Lord's 
Birth, The precise time of the Passion is determined, in a 
subsequent section, upon totally independent grounds. These 
two dates, thus found, are afterwards shown to stand in 
numerous most precise and significant relations to the entire 
scheme, and to many of ite critical epochs. All these must 
be proved to be futile and nugatory, before we can again 
listen to a hint of Jewish or Christian mythi. But moreover, 
we shall proceed to shew, that the narrative does indeed 
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contain an allegory; but an allegory such as no human inge- 
nuity would or could have devised, inasmuch as the allegory 
and the substrate of fact are knit together by relations which 
do not appear until they are drawn forth by a combmation 
of remotely scattered elements,. which. must be fetched from 
the Old Testament and from the New, from profane history, 
from Jewish and Christian tradition, and from the laws of 
the lunar motions. 

§ 21. These things considered, the apologetical uses of 
the facts about to be stated, will, I trust, be. deemed neither 
unreal nor unimportant. To speak of higher uses—they may 
serve to shed a clearer light on many portions of the Sacred 
History; but above all, they may help to impress upon our minds 
a. lively sense of reality in our contemplation οὗ the whole 
procedure of the elder Theocracy, and of awful expectation 
im our view of the times and seasons which are yet running 
their course. We see here how true it is that “our times 
are in His hands;” “He hath limited (for us also as for His 
ancient Israel) a certain time, saying, as in David, To-day 
if ye shall hear. His voice, harden not your hearts.” 

§ 22. One further remark I cannot forbear to offer, by 
way of caution, at the: outset of the proposed enquiry. I 
earnestly disclaim and protest against all” attempts at caleu- 
lating the times which are yet future. Notwithstanding the 
deference due to a few venerated names, I am bound to de- 
clare my conviction that all such attempts are alike futile and 
presumptuous. The hypothesis in. particular which makes 
the. periods assigned by Daniel and.S. John, of 1260 and 
2300 days, to’ be that number of years, is ἃ mere fiction, 
proved to have been invented at first by heretics, and since 
adopted chiefly as 8. weapon of controversy. That those 
periods, in the only sense with which we- are concerned, 
are periods of days, will, I think, be convincingly shown in 
the course of the present enquiry: .of which, accordingly, it 
will be one and not the least. important use, that it helps 
to demolish a vicious system of prophetical interpretation. 


CHAPTER I. 


ON THE CHRONOLOGY OF THE GOSPEL HISTORY. 


Tne construction of the Old Testament Chronology, being 
independent of that of the New Testament, might therefore 
have held the first place in the present enquiry. But since 
the investigation is to be pursued in the ascending order of 
time, it seems but convenient that we should begin at the close 
of the entire tract of time which we are to explore. This we 
will do, and for this end will divide the whole into portions 
bounded by events, the dates of which are cardinal to the ge- 
neral scheme. And although the ultimate object which I have 
in view would be attained, 4.6. the Economy described in the 
Introduction, and those other indications of providential design 
which remain to be disclosed, would be verified,-by ascertaining 
simply the dates of those events with which they are connected, 
yet, as I propose to myself the further object of determining the 
historical and literary Chronology of the Scriptures ἐπ detail, I 
shall include in each Chapter or Section the process of this 
special investigation. For example: the Chronology of the 
Acts of the Apostles is of little moment to the ultimate object 
of this work, except as it influences the question of the year in 
which our Lord suffered: but, for the special object proposed, | 
shall examine it in detail, and together therewith the chronology 
of the lives and writings of the Apostles. And the like course 
will be pursued in the investigation of the other portions of 
time, which are included between tho epochs which are cardinal 
to the entire scheme. Thus the seven chapters following, inde- 
pendently of all reference to Economies of Times and Seasons, 
will form a substantive body of Scripture Chronology. 


SECTION IL. 


ON THE TIME OF CHRIST'S NATIVITY. 


§ 23. Tne direct historical elements of the question to bé 
discussed in this section are as follows: 

1. The Nativity must precede the death of Herod: the 
precise date of Herod’s death must therefore, if possible, be 
ascertained. 

2. The date assigned to the Nativity must be such that 
the age of our Saviour at His Baptism, in the 15th year of 
Tiberius, shall not be much more or less than thirty years; 
for S. Luke says He was woe τριάκοντα ἐτῶν ἀρχόμενος 
“about thirty years old when He began (His public ministry).” 
This note of time bemg so general, expressed in a round 
number of decads with the qualifying phrase “about,” it seems 
futile to urge it very strictly: it is obvious that any age be- 
tween (suppose) twenty-vight and thirty-two will satisfy the 
description. 

The principal element then is the first-mentioned. We 
may ποὺ bé able, indeed, to ascertain by how long a time the 
Birth of our Lord preceded Hetod’s death, but certainly it 
cannot be placed later. Some chronologists have inferred from 
the words of 8. Matthew (ii. 16) that the Nativity must be 
placed two years, or in the second year, before the order for the 
massacre of the infants: but this is overstrainéd. The crerne 
χρόνος is reckoned from the first. observation of the star, which 
does not necessarily coincide with the time of the Nativity, 
Besides, it is evident from S. Luke ii. 39, compared with ΒΚ. 
Matthew's nartative, that the Holy Family did not make so 
long a stay as two years, or even one, in Bethlehem after the 
Purification. 

§ 24. Herod was made king of Palestine by a decree of 
the Senate, Coss. Cn. Domitio Calvino, C. Asinio Pollione 
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(Joseph. Ant. xiv. 14, 5.) ὁ. 6. u.c. 714 8.0. 40. But he 
did not obtain quiet possession till three years later, when, 
sided by the Roman legions, he wrested the actual sovreignty 
from the hands of Antigonus, Coss. Agrippa, Caninte Gallo, 
ὁ.6. u.c. 717 B.c. 37. (Joseph. Ant. xiv. 16. 4.)' In that 
year, namely, on the day of the Fast (10 Tisri= 4 Oct.) he 
took Jerusalem by siege. This then is the actual epeck of 
the reign of Hered. 

But it is the almost invariable practive of Jewish writers to 
date the years of their kings from the first (Jewish) day or 
1 Nisan of the year in which the actual epoch occurred. 
Therefore the years of Herod bear date from 1 Nisan 3.c. 37. 

§ 25. Now Josephus (Ané. xvii. 8. 1) states that Herod 
reigned 37 years from the date of his appointment by the 
decree of the senate, and 34 years from the death of Antigonus. 
If the years were complete, they would end 4th October, 5. ο. 3; 
if current, then the statement is satisfied by any date between 
1 Nisan Β.ο. 4 and 1 Nisan 8.c. 3. For, since the Ist year of 
Herod bears date from 1 Nisan B.c. 37, therefore his 34th from 
} Niean 8.0. 4. Thus far, then, the year is open to doubt. 
And it is much to be regretted that Josephus nowhere defines 
the year of Herod's death by the names of the Consuls. It 
also unfortunately happens that this portion of Dion Cassius (in 
whose writings we possess the only connected history of the 
term of six or seven years during which the Nativity must have 
eccurred,) has come down to us in a mutilated state. For 
there is no reason to doubt that this historian related the 
death of Herod and the partition of his kingdom under its 
proper year. Still a careful combination of notes of time which 
Josephus has preserved will enable us to determine the neces- 
sary date with great precision. 

§ 26. For the death-year of Herod is defined by the 
mention, in Josephus, of an eclipse of the Moon (Ant. xvii. 
6, 4, fm.). By calculation, it is certain that this eclipse 
occurred in the night between the 12th and 13th March 
b.c. 4. For in the yeat s.c. 4 no other eclipse was visible 
at Jerusalem, and in the year 8.0. 3 no eclipse at all was 
visible. This eclipse then, as falling, necessarily, at the full 


1 Infra. Chap. 111. Seet, iii, 
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of the moon, preceded the Passover of 8.6. 4 by just one 
lunation.? 

But it is further evident from Josephus that the death 
of Herod ocourred just before a passover. This must have 
been the passover either of Β. 0. 4 or of p.c. 8. On the one 
supposition, the eclipse preceded the passover in question by a 
period of one lunar month, on the other by a period of thirteen 
months. In order to settle this point, we must attentively 
consider the course of events related by Josephus. 

§ 27. The eclipse took place in the very night after Herod's 
execution of certain sophists or zealots, who had thrown down 
a golden eagle which he had placed over the eastern gate of 
the Temple. (Ané. xvii. 6. 4. fin.) From that time Herod's 
disease increased in violence. Seeking relief, he orossed the 
Jordan, on ἃ visit to the hot-springs of Callirrhoé, where, as a 
last resource, his physicians ordered him to be bathed in hot 
oil. The experiment had nearly proved fatal, and from that 
time Herod despaired of life. He immediately returned to 
Jericho. There he received, by the return of his ambassa- 
dors whom he had sent to Rome, the imperial resoript which 
authorized him to put his son Antipater to death. “For a 
short space,” says Josephus, “he revived; but very soon he 
relapsed, and, weary of his life, attempted to lay violent 
hands upon himself. Antipater, in his prison, hearing the 
shriek which was raised upon this alarm, and hoping that it 
betokened his father’s death, endeavoured to bribe the gaoler 
to set him at liberty. The gaoler went straightway to 
Herod with information of Antipater’s design, and the tyrant, 
in consequence, gave peremptory orders, on the spot, for the 
execution of his son. This was done: and on the fifth day 
after the execution Herod breathed his last.” (Ant. xvii. 
6. 5—7. 1. Bell. Jud. 1. fin.) 

Immediately after the funeral and the seven days’ mourn- 
ing, Archelaus, who by his father's last will, made within 


1 “In the night between 12-13 Mar. | true time....In the year u.c. 750 no 
u.c. 750, B.c. 4, was a partial eclipse of | other lunar eclipse was visible at Jerusa- 
the moon, which I have accurately calcu- | lem, and tn u.c. 75), to which year some 
lated. According to Delambre’s solar | chronologists refer the death of Herod, 
and Mayer and Mason's lunar tables it | there was no lunar eclipse whatever.” 
began at Jerusalem (2h 13m. East of | Ideler, Handbuch der Mathematischen 
Paris,) at 1" 88™, and ended 4" 12™ a.m. | und technischen Chronologie, ii. 392. 
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five days of his death, was nominated king of Judea, went 
up to Jerusalem (Ant. u. 4. ᾧ 4. B. J. 1. 1. 1.) and just 
then, at the conclusion of the public mourning (B. J. ii. 2. 3.) 
was the passover. All this while, Archelaus was in urgent 
haste to go to Rome, to obtain the ratification of his father's 
last will: on which errand he set sail immediately after the 
festival. From these details it follows incontestably that the 
death of Herod preceded the passover by not more than seven 
or eight days. 

ᾧ 28. The question, then, is, whether the detail of events 
from the eclipse to the death of Herod, can be supposed to 
have occupied only the space of 22 or 23 days. Eminent 
chronologists have felt. that this supposition is attended with 
considerable difficulty*. Yet, really, I do not see where the 
difficulty lies. Callirrhoé is scarcely three days’ journey from 
Jerusalem even for an invalid. There is nothing to forbid 
our supposing that the experiment of the oil-bath was tried 
almost immediately on the king's arrival: and, certainly, 
after this trial, Herod returned without delay to Jericho. 
The ambassadors may have arrived, for ought that appears 
to the contrary, within a day or two after the return to 
Jericho, and the execution of Antipater may have occurred 
on the very day on which Herod received the imperial rescript, 
All this, it seems to me, is nowise improbable. And, as we 
have seen, the choice lies between this supposition and the 
supposition of an interval of thirteen months. But the latter 
is quite inconceivable. For it is certain that the trial of 


2 «To obviate this difficulty, Sancle- 
mente (iii. 11.) assumes that the execu- 
tion of the kealots took place some twd 
months before Herod’s death, and that 
the darkness spoken of consisted in some 
accidental Obscuration of the moon’s light. 
But the word ἐξέλιπε in Josephus is the 
votabulam proprium of eclipses. Fréret, 
who justly insists upon the eclipse, speaks 
of the intercalation of an extraordinary 
Nisan, in consequence of which the pass- 
over was deferred to the 10th May. Us- 
sher goes so far as to remove the death of 
Herod to the end of November, alleging 
that in a Jewish tract, TYIYA NID 
Megileth thanith (‘‘book of fasting’’) 


under the month Kisleu occurs the 
notice: the 7th, a fast-day, because on 
f DW W71 Hurules, an enemy of the 
wise, died; for it is a joy before God, 
then the wicked depart.” Ideler, u.s, 
li. 392. Ideler’s own solution of the diff—i- 
culty is “that Josephus on this, as on 
many other occasions, relates events more 
in theit pragmatical than in their chro- 
nological order, arid notes the punish- 
ment immediately after the crime, in- 
stead of separating the two parts of the 
story by an interval of several months, 
during which the other matters took 
place which are subsequently related by 
him.” 
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Antipater, which was the occasion of the embassy to Rome 
and of the imperial rescript, occurred before the eclipse. It 
is equally certain that the execution of Antipater preceded 
the passover of Herod's death by only a few days. If this was 
the passover of s.c. 8, then, from the trial of Antipater and 
the embassy to Rome to the execution of Antipater (which 
Josephus expressly states to have followed soon after the 
arrival of the rescript,) was a period of a full year. The voy- 
age to Rome and back again would not occupy more than four 
or five months at the utmost: thus we should have to suppose, 
contrary to all probability, that Augustus delayed his reply to 
Herod's urgent representations more than half a year at least. 

But,.if any doubt remains as to the validity of this deduc- 
tion, the question will be set at rest, I think, by the argu- 
ment which I now proceed to state. 

29. Archelaus was deposed and banished in the year v.c. 
759. Coss. Aem. Lepido, L. Arruntie. (Dion. Cass. tv.) But 
Archelaus had reigned full nine years. This becomes evident 
on comparing Jos. Ant. xvii. 18. 8. with B.J. ii. 7. 8, where, 
relating this event, he mentions a remarkable dream of Arche- 
laus, whieh a certain Essene had expounded as denoting the 
term of years during which he should reign: namely, in his 
dream, Archelaus saw nine ears of corn, which were devoured 
by oxen. This is the account in the “Wars:” but in the 
* Antiquities” (written after the ‘‘ Wars”) the number of ears of 
corn and years of government is given as ten. The two accounts 
are easily reconciled on the supposition that the reign of Arghe- 
laus lasted nine years complete, and had reached its tenth when 
he was deposed'. <A term of nine years reckoned from any date 
of u.o. 759 leads up to the same date of v.c. 750, B.o. 4. Where- 
as, if the death of Herod occurred about the passover of 
B.c. 3, U.c. 751, nine years of Archelaus were not complete till 
v.c. 760, and, consequently, the variation above noticed could 
not have taken place. 

§ 30. Again: Herod Philip, Josephus expressly says (B. J. 
xviii. 4. 6.), died in the twentieth year of Tiberjus, ¢. 6. between 
Aug. a.p. 33, and Aug. a.p. 34, having ruled 37 years, But 
a term of 37 years, complete, from any date between these ex- 


1 And, indeed, his tenth year is mentioned by Josephus, Vit. 1. βασιλεύοντόν. 
Ἀρχελάου τὸ δέκατον, . , μος . 
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tremes, leads to the same date between Aug. Β.6. ὅ and Aug, 
p.c. 4. The reign of Philip, by our hypothesis, began 1 Nisan 
Bc. &; therefore its 37th year was complete 1 Nisan a.p. 34. 
In other words, the 37th year of Philip included about 
5 months of the 19th, and 7 months of the 20th, of Tiberius. 
This note of time, therefore, is perfectly consistent with the 
former. 

§31. Lastly: Herod Antipas was deposed and banished after 
the return of Herod Agrippa to Palestine as king of Judsa, 
which latter event took place in the 2nd year of Caius, ¢.¢. after 
March a.p. 88. When Agrippa was established im his king- 
dom, Herodias excited her husband H. Antipas against him, 
and at last persuaded him to undertake a voyage to Rome; 
the iesue of which was his banishment. But we learn from 
Philo the very time of the year at which H, Agrippa arrived in 
Judea as king, namely it was about the time af the Etesian 
winds, s.¢. July or August. Hence the voyage of H, Antipas 
to Rome cannot be placed earlier than a.p. 39. And as 
Herod found Caius at Bais, where he was to be found in that 
year no later than August, it follows that the deposal of Herod 
cannot be placed earlier than the summer of a.p. 39, and cer- 
tainly it cannot be placed later. 

Now there are in existence three coins of Herod Antipas, 
with the numeral ΜΓ΄ " intimating that they were struck in the 
48rd year of hia tetrarchate, and this ig the latest date noted 
on any of his coins. If his tetrarchate bears date, as we 
maintain, from 1 Nisan 8. 0. 4, its 48rd year began 1 Nisan 
a. dD. 39: but if from 1 Nisan 8. ο. 3, then not till 1 Nisan 
a. Ὁ. 40, half a year after his banishment. 

It seems to me that the death of Herod is hereby fixed 
incontestably to the date which I have assigned above, namely, 
a few days before the passover of Β. 0. 4°, 


Sanclemente de Vulggria erg emenda- 


3 « Vaillant, an uncritical writer, pre- 
tends to have seen another coin with the 
numerals MA, 443 and this assertion hag 
given Fréret a great deal of trouble, 
Eclaireissement sur année et le tems 
précis de la mort d’Hérode le Grand. 
Mém, del Acad. des Inscr. τ. xxi. 278 ff. 
But Eckhel doubts the existence of any 
such coin. Doctr. num. t. fii. 469, and 


tione, iii. 6. has satisfactorily shawn that 
Vaillant was mistaken.” Ideler, Handb. 
der mathemat. 4. teohnighen Chrono- 
logie. ii. 391. 

3 Josephus Ant. xviii. 7. 2, is express, 
that Herod Antipas, and Agrippa’s em- 
issayy, Fortynatus, who was sent after 
him, found Caius at Baie: that Caius 

heard 
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Having disposed of this element of the question, whereby 
the citerior limit of the date of the Nativity is satisfactorily 
determined, I proceed to the consideration of another, - which 


heard the cause there, and on the spot 
sentenced Antipas to perpetual banish- 
ment, at the same time annexing his 
tetrarchy to the dominions of Agrippa. 
But Caius was to be found at Baie only 
twice in the year u.c. 792. a.v. 39 
The first occasion was not long before 
the birth-day of Drusilla, to celebrate 
which he returned to Rome, at the time 
of the Ludi Circenses. Dion. Cass. lix. 
13. 14. On the second occasion, he was 
building the bridge over the sea from 
Puteoli to Bauli, ἐδ. 17, This was be- 
fore his own birth-day, 31 Aug. vu.c. 
792, when he was again at Rome. ἐδ. 
20. init. Sueton. Caids. c. 8. and 26. 
After this, Caius went into Gaul, whence 
he did not retum till the following year. 
In the beginning of that year (a.D. 
40) we find it reported at Rome τόν 
τα ᾿Αγρίππαν αὐτῷ καὶ τὸν Ἀντίοχον 
τοὺς βασιλέας, ὥσπερ τιϑὰς τυραννο 
διδασκάλους cvveivar, namely, at Lugdu- 
num in Gaul. Dion. Cass. lix. 24. 
The truth of this report, fot Dion men- 
tions it only as stich, may be question- 
able. At a latef period of the year, i. e. 
at midsummer, Agrippa certainly did 
visit Caius, and at Puteoli: Philo de 
Legat. 1028. But this was not the oc- 
casion noted by Josephus, for the con- 
text shews that Agrippa had been put 
in possession of the tetrarchy before 
that visit. Hence it appears, that the 
only occasion which suits Josephus’s ac- 
count is that of Aug. U.c. 792. a.b. 39. 
Mr. Greswell, indeed, (Dissertations, i. 
292, ff.) imagines that the hearing of 
H. Antipas and Fortunatus took place 
not at Puteoli or Baiw, but at Lugdu- 
num in Gaul. But surely this conjec- 
ture is unwarranted by the facts. Jose- 
phus professes to be well informed of 
the facts of Agrippa’s history, which he 
relates very much in detail, and there 
seems to be no reason, beyond the exi- 


gencies of Mr. Greswell’s ‘chronological 
scheme, for charging an error of 30 gross 
a kind upon this particular circumstance 
of the narrative. Josephus (to use Mr. 
Greswell’s expression upon another oc- 
casion,) ‘‘is entitled to implicit credit,” 
( Diss. i. 230.) in this part of the history, 
for ought that appears to the contrary, as 
well as eleewhere.— There is however one 
statement of the Jewish historian which 
seems to be at variance with our deduc- 
tion: namely, he says of Agrippa, that 
he reigned 4 years under Caius, and 3 
under Claudius, that he ruled over the 
tetrarchy of Philip 8 years, and in the 
4th received that of Herod: rérrapas 
μὲν οὖν ἐπὶ Tatou Kaloapos ἀβασίλευσεν 
ἐνιαυτόυς.....«τρεῖς δὲ ἐπιλαβὼν ἐπὶ τῆν 
Κλαυδῖἴου Καίσαρος abroxparoplas...7i¢ 
Φιλίππον μὲν τετραρχίας εἰς τριστίαν 
ἄρξας, τῷ τοταρτῷ δὲ καὶ τὴν ᾿Ηρώδον 
“προσειληφώς. Ant. xix, 8, 2. But if 
the grant of Herod’s tetrarchy was si- 
multaneous with the deposal of Herod, 
Aug. a.D. 39, then, since Agrippa’s 
first year bears date from March a. Ὁ. 37, 
it was in his 3rd year that he received 
the grant, not in his 4th, as Josephus 
says. This difficulty, however, is set 
aside when we perceive that Josephus 
does not absolutely identify the date of 
the deposal of H. Antipas with the date 
of tht grant to Agrippa. For ought 
that appears, the grant may have been 
made at Lugdunum in the beginning of 
A.D. 40. at which time, as is intimated 
by Dion Cassius, Agrippa was present, 
or, said to be present, with Caius. And, 
indeed, the context of the passage in, 
Philo seems to imply that the grant 
of the vacant tetrarchy was confirmed 
not long before Agrippa’s visit to Pu- 
teoli in a.p. 40. This then may be 
the epdch which Josephus had in view 
where he speaks of the fourth year of 
Agrippa. 
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will enable us to approximate still more closely to the true 
date *. 

§ 32. Zacharias, the father of John the Baptist, was of 
the course of Abijah, which was the eighth of the 24 orders, ἐφη- 
μερίαι Or πατρέαι, into which David divided the whole body of 
the priesthood. 1 Chron. xxiv. Each class officiated one week, 
beginning with the sabbath. Thus the cycle was complete in 
24 weeks, or 168 days. If, then, we know at what date of any 
given year any particular class was in office, we can easily 
ascertain in what weeks of the two or three years preceding the 
death of Herod the class Abijah was ministering *. 

The Jewish History suggests two occasions between the 
Exile and the commencement of our sera, at one or other of 
which it is probable, in the nature of the case, that the cycle 
would commence afresh. The first of these occasions is that of 
the renewal of the daily sacrifice on the Ist day of the 7th 
month of the Ist year of Cyrus, Ezra ili. 1—3; 1. 6. by calcula- 
tion, 24 Sept. s.c. 536: the other, the Maccabean restoration, 
22 Nov. s.c. 165. | 

§ 33. After the birth of Christ, we find a fixed point for 
the reckoning to start from, in the interesting tradition preserved 
in the Jewish Liturgy, according to which on the very day of 
the burning of the Temple, which is known to be Sat. 4 Aug. 
1.5. 70, the cycle had commenced afresh, the class Joiarib 
having that same day come into office *. 

§ 84. As I have reason to affirm that the determination af- 
forded by the sacerdotal cycle is of great moment in our enquiry, 
I shall first make it my business to shew that the results afforded 
by the epochs which I have named are co consistent, as to 
imply an uninterrupted decureus of the cycle, and thereby to 
substantiate the truth of the Jewish tradition last mentioned. 

1. From the 4th Aug. a.p. 70, back to the same Julian 
-day of n.c. 536, are 605 years = 220,976 days, therefore to 


1 This element was first applied by 3 Mishna iii. 298. 3. (Greswell. Diss i. 
Scaliger, de Emend. temp. Seealso Ben- | 883). According to Josephus, theday of 
gel. Orde temporum. the conflagration was the 10th Lous 

8. Olshausen, Commenéar. in Luc. 1.8, | (or Ab). The two accounts are easily 
is much too hasty in his judgment, that | reconciled, by supposing that the con- 
this element can lead to no certain result | fagration began late on the 9th and lasted 
for want of a fixed terminus a quo of the | throngh the 10th of the month, 
cycle. 
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the: 24th Sept. (er 1 Tisri of that year) 51 days less, or 
220,925 days'; and since this number of days makes 31,560 
weeks, with a residue of 5 days, it follows (4 Aug. a.p. 70, 
being Saturday) that 24 Sept. p.c. 536, was Monday. On 
that day the altar was set up: but it is natural to suppose, 
(and indeed we might infer as much from Ezek. xliii. 18—27,) 
that the regular routine of the daily sacrifices and therewith of 
the ednuecpiac would not begin that same day, but with the 
following sabbath, or Sat. 29 Sept., just 31,560 weeks before 
Sat. 4 Aug. a.v. 70. Now 31,560 weeks divided by 24 will 
give the number of cycles on the supposition of an uninterrupted 
decursus: and it is just 1315, with no remainder. That is to 
say, if the cycle was recommencing 4 Aug. a.v. 70, it com- 
menced also 29 Sept. B.c. 536; and vice versa. Now there is 
no reason to suppose that the decursus once begun after the 
restoration would ever be permanently interrupted, and there is 
every reason to believe that it commenced 29 Sept. 536, being 
the first sabbath after.the setting up of the altar. So far, then, 
the truth of the Jewish tradition is strongly attested. 

2. There is now no need to suppose that the eycle recom- 
menced at the Maccabean restoration, or 22 Nov. s.c. 165, for 
we have assumed that the routine suffered no mterruption be- 
tween s.c. 536 and a.p. 70. The daily sacrifice, indeed, was 
suspended during three years in the persecution of Antiochus, 
but there is no reason to suppose that the account was not duly 
kept, and the cycle restored to its proper track. In point of 
fact (the interval from 29 Sept. 536 to 22 Nov. 165 s.c. be- 
ing 371 years 54 days = 135,562 days = 19,366 weeks = 806 
cycles, with a residue of 22 weeks) the 23d course would have 
entered on the latter day if there had been no suspension of 
the altar-service, no interruption of the rotation. And, per 


? For 685 Julian years = 151 x 146] days plus 1 year of 365 days (for ap. 70 was 
not leap- : and 
year) 100 x 1461 = 146,100 
5O@x M61 = 73,030 
Ix 1461= 1,461 
365 


220,976 
To save the trouble of multiplication in verifying the calculations of this kind 


which will oceur in these pages, the renter may relsr to the Tables which will be found 
at the end of the Appendix, Jastitutes of Chronolegy. 
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haps, we may suppose that during the first fortnight of the 
resumed service priests from all the courses ministered indis- 
criminately, and that the cycle was not allowed to recommence 
until the day (6 Dec.) on which it would have recommenced 
had there been no interruption. 

§ 35. Having thus attested the truth of the Jewish tra- 
dition which supplies the terminus a@ quo of our reckoning, we 
may proceed to the caloulation of the several dates of the years 
B.c. 7, 6, 5, at which the class Abijah would be in office. Since 
Zachariah’s vision preceded the Nativity by 14 months, and the ᾽ 
Nativity cannot be placed later than March 8.0. 4, the latest 
date with which we are concerned is Jan. 8.0. 5. 

From the 4th Aug. a.p. 70, to the same date of 8.0. 5, 
are 74 Julian years = 27,028 days = 3861 weeks + 1 day. 
Hence 4 Aug. 8.c. 5 was Friday; and 3861 weeks to 5 Aug. 
B.o. 5, contain 160 cycles and 21 weeks over. That is, the 
fourth course was entering Sat. 5 Aug. 8.0. 5; therefore the 
eighth on the 2nd September. Hence it will be easily found 
that the earlier dates are, 

18 March, B.c. 5. 2. October, p.c. 6. 17 April, 5.0. 6. 

31 October, 5.c. 7. 16 May, B.c. 7. 

§ 36. With the first of these dates we have no concern: 
the term of fourteen months measured from it will carry us 
beyond the time of Herod's death. Of the rest, the second, 
2 Oct. 5.0. 6, is remarkable. For it just coincides with a day 
in the week of Tabernacles for that year (27 Sept.—5 Oc-- 
tober): if this was the week of the vision, it is possible that 
the day of it may have been the 5th October, ‘the last day, 
that great day of the Feast.” (John vii. 37.) On this sup- 
position we see the force of that expression of S. Luke 1. 10. 
Καὶ wav τὸ πλῆθος ἦν τοῦ λαοῦ προσευχόμενον E~w—why 
πᾶν τὸ πλῆθος, unless the day itself was one that would collect 
a great multitude of worshippers? It is remarkable also how 
nearly this date coincides with the traditional belief recorded 
by S. Chrysostom in his Homily on the Nativity, Opp. v. 511, 
that the date of the vision was the 10th Tisri. In the other 
dates there is nothing remarkable. 

If, then, to these dates we add the period of 14 months and 
7 days, by which the entry of the course Abijah preceded the 
Nativity, we obtain the following: 

3—2 
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8 Deo. Β.σ. δ. 24 duly, 5.0. 5. 7 dan. pc. 5. 28 Aug. 5.6. 6. 

Of these, the first agrees best with the note of our Lord's 
age at His baptism in a.p. 28, comes nearest to the dates usually 
assigned by the early christian writers, is derived from a date 
of Zacharias’s vision which is attended with a strong proba- 
bility, and. moreover is perfectly in accordance with the order 
of events related in the history. 

§ 37. For it is evident that the visit of the Magi did not 
-ooour between the Nativity and the Presentation in the Temple, 
which took place at the end of forty days from the Nativity. 
It also seems to be a necessary inference from the combined nar- 
ratives of S. Matthew and S. Luke, that between the Presenta- 
tion and the arrival of the Magi at Bethlehem was an interval 
of not many days. 8S. Luke’s statement, that the Holy Family 
returned from Jerusalem #o Nazareth, is best reconciled with 
5. Matthew's narrative by supposing that from the Temple 
they returned to Bethlehem (eight miles from Jerusalem), only 
with the intention of departing. thence to Nazareth, and that, 
soon after their arrival, the Magi presented themselves. But 
if 8 Dec. b.c, 5 be thé approximate date of the Nativity, then 
17 Jan. 3.c. 4 is the approximate date of the Presentation, 
whence to the death of Herod (suppose 31 Mar.) are about 
74 days, and to the Passover (10 April), 84 days. And the 
type, ‘‘ out of Egypt have I called my son,” seems to suggest a 
probability that the exode of the True Israel from Egypt 
occurred at the Passover. 

The aroypagn, or census, mentioned by S. Luke, if the 
true date of ita execution in Syria could be ascertained, would 
greatly aid us in this part of out enquiry. But here again we 
have reason to deplore the hiatus which occurs in the very part 
of Dion Cassius’s History in which the details of this occurrence 
might be expected. I reserve for an Appendix to this section 
the discussion of the facts connected with that census, and 
content myself at present with the remark, that the conjectural 
date at which we have arrived, ὃ Dec. ».c. 5, agrees very well 
with all that is ascertained on that subject. 
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ON THE DATES ASSIGNED TO THE NATIVITY BY THE EARLY 
CHRISTIAN ‘WRITERS, 


y 38. 8. Justmxy Manryr, Apol. p. 88. § 46. πρὸ ἐτῶν 
ἑκατὸν πεντήκοντα “γεγενῆσθαι τὸν Χριστὸν λέγειν ἡμᾶς, ἐπὶ 
Κυρηνίον. The statement, being given in round numbers, is 
of course vague. It is sufficient to remark, that as. the first 
Apology, according to the Chronicon of M. Aurelius Cassiodorus, 
was presented in the year of the consuls Gratus and Selencus, 
$.¢6. as corrected by the other Fasti, Coss. Claro σέ Severo, A.D. 
146 (Des Vignoles, Diss. in S. Hippolyt. Opp. Fabric. ii. 197. 
Greswell, Diss. i. 481), if this be aleo the date of the second 
Apology, then 150 years complete lead up to s.c. 5. . 

§ 39. 8. Irenwus, Harr. iii. 25. Natus est Dominus noster 
erca xli. annum Augustt imperis. If the epoch of Augustus’s 
reign here intended be the triumvirate v.c. 711, then the 
41st year begins v.c. 751. s.c. 3: but if the epoch be the 
death of Julius Cesar v.c. 710, the 41st year will coincide 
with 8. ο. 4. (Greswell, p. 433). 

ᾧ 40. Tertullian adv. Jud. 6. viii. p. 98. Opp. ed. 1677, 
assigns 56 years to the reign of Augustus, of which he places 
41 before and 15 after the Nativity. This gives the date 5.0. 3. 
. But in another passage Tertullian makes our Lord about 38 
years old at the crucifixion: p. 215, where the printed text has 
annos halens quasi xxx. quum pateretur: but S. Jerome, Comm. 
in Dan. ix. quotes it annos habens quast xxxiii. Now in the 
game passage, as everywhere else, Tertullian assigns the Passion 
to the 15th year of Tiberius, ἑ. 6. Mar. a. pv. 29. Whence if 
we accept S. Jerome's reading, Tertullian dated the Nativity 
between Mar. 8.0. 5. and Mar. 8. σ. 4. 

§ 41. S. Clement of Alexandria, Strom. 1. p. 147. § 145, 
says: ‘‘Some who have curiously investigated the time of the 
Nativity of .our Saviour, give not only the year, but the very 
day, namely, the 25th Pachon of the 28th year of Augustus.” 
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In this statement the epoch of Augustus is the Alexandrine, 
bearing date from the Ist Thoth = 29th August u.o. 724. 
Therefore the 28th year of Augustus begins u.c. 751 B.c. 3; 
and thus the Nativity is brought down to the date 20 May (= 25 
Pachon). s.c. 2. In the preceding words this writer gives his 
own date of the Nativity thus: γένονται οὖν ἀφ᾽ ov ὁ Κύριος 
ἐγενήθη ἕως κομόδου τελευτῆς τὰ πάντα ETN ἑκατὸν ἐννενή- 
κοντα τεσσάρα μὴν εἷς ἡμέραι wy’. If the numbers are cor- 
rectly given, which may be doubted (for the text is very corrupt, 
and the statement does not agree with the details of 4 144), 
then, since Commodus died 81 Dec. v.c. 945, Clement's date 
should be v.c. 751 November = B.c. 3. 

§ 42. The Paschal Cycle of S. Hippolytus Portuensis 
(Opp. ed. Fabric. t. u. p. 36. ff.) assigns the year of our Saviour's 
birth, or rather the passover connected with it, to the second 
year of the first ἐκκαιδεκαετηρὶς of his cycle of 112 years, the 
epoch of which is the year a.p.222'. But 222 a.v.—2x 112 
gives the year B.c.3.for an ἀρχὴ of the cycle, therefore 8.c. 2 
for S. Hippolytus’s date of the Nativity. As the same docu- 
ment assigns the Passion to the 16th year of the second sedecen- 
nity, t.@. to the year a.p. 29, it is evident that Hippolytus 
assigned that particular year to the Nativity as supposing that 
eur Lord was only thirty years old when He was crucified. 
And in fact this is what the author of the Chronicon ascribed 
to S. Hippolytus states in these words: A gene(ratione autem 
Xti) post xxx annos cum (passus est Dominus), Pascha celebra- 
ius, (ipse enim) erat justum Pascha. 

In the Computus Paschalis ascribed to S. Cyprian, the 
subject of which is a Paschal Cycle exactly like that of 
S. Hippolytus, and having for its epoch the year 243 a.p. 
the writer assigns the Passion to the 16th year of Tiberius, 
cum esse annorum xxxi. As the 16th of Tiberius (passover) 
coincides with a.p. 30, this writer's date of the Nativity is 
B.c. 2. 

§ 43. Julius Africanus takes precisely the same view: 
namely, he assigns the Passion to the year a.m. 5531, which 
he identifies with the 16th of Tiberius (a.p. 30), and the 


1 See in the Appendix, Znsé. Chron. ‘* Paschal Cycles.” 
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Nativity to the year 5500. See the Table constructed from 
his Chronology in Routh. Rell. Sac. ii. 362. 

§ 44. Apollinarius Laod. in S. Jerome on Dan. ix. places 
the Crucifixion two years after the beginning of our Lord's 
ministry, in the 15th of Tiberius, and supposes our Lord to be 
thirty years of age at the commencement. Hence his date 
is either B.c. 3 or 8.0. 2. 

§ 45. Sulpicius Severus, Sac. Hist. ii. 39. (Greewell, 
Ρ. 459.) : Sub Herode, anno tmperit ejus xxxill. Christus natus 
est, Sabino et Rufo Coss., viii. Kal. Jan. The 1st year of 
Herod = 1 Nisan 37-36 3.c., therefore the 33d = 1 Nisan 
5-4 n.c. Sulpicius’s date therefore is 25 Dec. Β.σ. 5. And 
with this very nearly agrees the consular year, for Sabinus 
and Rufus became consuls 1 Jan. s.c. 4. This author, it should 
be observed, assigns the Passion to the consulate of the two 
Gemini, Mar. a.v. 29. His view almost completely agrees with 
that which is here advocated. 

ᾧ 46. It is evident that most of the dates here assigned 
were based by their authors on the assumption that the note of 
time afforded by S. Luke iii. 23, ὡσεὶ τριάκοντα ἁτῶν, must be 
taken strictly. We shall see hereafter that the earliest writers 
with almost one consent assign the Passion to the year 29 a.p., 


‘some to $0 a.p. Hence measuring back 30 or 31 years they 


arrived at the date B.c. 3 or 2. 

§ 47. Epiphanius is ἃ late writer, but as he records older 
opinions, his testimony may be added to the foregoing. “The 
everlasting Word was born (or conceived?) about the 40th of 
Augustus, 12 Kal. Jul. or Jun., I cannot tell which, Coss. 
Sulpicio Camerino Buteone Pompeio, ¢. 6. v.c. 750. 3.c. 4. His 
own month-date of the Nativity is 6 January. Her. ii. t. 1. 22. 
(Greswell. u. 8.) 


APPENDIX II. 


on tHE ᾿Απογραφὴ, OR CENSUS, AT THE ‘TIME OF 
THE NATIVITY. 


§ 48. S. Luxe ii. 2. αὕτη ἡ ἀπογοαφὴ πρώτη ἐγένετο 
ἡγεμονεύοντος Συρίας Κυρηνίον. (In some good MSS. and many 
patristic readings the article before ἀπογραφὴ is omitted.) 

The historical difficulty connected with these words consists 
in the well-known fact that there was an apographe of Judea - 
made by order of Augustus, conducted by Quirinus, prases of 
Syria, buf that this took place in the tenth year after the death 
of Herod, namely, in consequence of the deposal of Archelaus. 
Joseph. Ant. xvili. ἐπ. Yet S. Luke seems to assert that 
Quirinus was preses of Syria, and that the ἀπογραφὴ took 
place just at the time of our Lord's birth. ᾿ 

§ 49. It is quite incredible that a writer in the situation 
of S. Luke should have fallen into an anachronism of this 
magnitude. To those with whom he conversed, no fact of 
history could be better known than the fact that the apographe 
of Judea, conducted by Quirinus when president of Syria, took 
place in consequence of the deposal of Archelaus, and that it 
did not extend to Galilee, but was confined within the limits of 
the ethnarchy of Archelaus. And, indeed, we have positive 
evidence that S. Luke was well advised of the facts of the case. 
For, in the Acts v. 37, he reports ἃ speech of Gamaliel, in 
which these words occur: ‘After him arose Judas the Galilean: 
ἐν ταῖς nuepais τῆς ἀπογραφής." 

§ 50. Of the various solutions of the difficulty which have 
been proposed, the least entitled to consideration is that which 
rejects the words ny. Lup. Kup. from the text, as being 8 
marginal gloss left in some leading MS. by ἃ transcriber or 
annotator. It must indeed have been a leading MS., for the 
words in question appear in every MS., version, and patristic 
citation that has been yet collated. It is utterly incredible 
that so ignorant a blunder, as the hypothesis suggests, could 
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ever have found universal currency in the most learned ages of 
the early Church. This solution, therefore, may be fairly ex- 
ploded as soon as it is named. It does not deserve serious 
refutation. 

§ 51. Before we proceed to consider the other solutions, 
we shall do well to establish clearly the strict sense of the 
words according to the rules of grammar. And the rather, 
because not a few commentators have been betrayed into ex- 
traordinary perversions of the grammatical sense. 

(1.) In virtue of a law of the Greek article, which is 
founded in the nature of the thing, and is invariably observed 
by the writers of the N. T., the construction cannot be “ This 
first apographe.” That construction requires either αὕτη ἡ 
πρώτη ἀπογραφή, OY αὕτη ἡ ἀπ. ἡ πρώτη. (See Bp. Mid- 
dleton, ad 1.) 

(2.) Neither can it be (if ἀπ. have the art.) “this was 
the first apographe,” for this requires αὕτη ey. ἢ wp. ἀπ. Or, 
αὕτη ey. ἡ an. "1 ap. The Gr. Concordance of the N. T. 
under the word οὗτος, αὕτη &c. will shew, that when the 
demonstrative is the subject, and the predicate has the article, 
the copula is placed between the subject and the predicate, 6. g. 
αὕτη ἐστιν ὑμῶν ἡ ὥρα: αὕτη ἐστιν ἡ ἀγαπή. And the rea | 
son is obvious. For, if the copula followed, an ambiguity would 
result, because the demonstrative in concord with a substantive 
is always followed by the article, as οὗτος ὁ avnp, “this man.” 
That is, a sentence beginning thus, αὕτη ἡ ἀγαπή ὅστιν would 
lead the hearer to suppose there must be something to follow 
ἐστιν: “this love is (something) :” his ear would be disappoint- 
ed if the sentence terminated at ἐστιν. 

(3.) But if we omit the article, the construction must be: 
“‘ this was (ey.) the first apographe :” αὕτη (suby.) an. πρ. 
( pred.) ἐγένετο (cop.): like οὗτος s. μὴν-ἔκτος ». ἐστιν δ.) OF 
αὕτη 2. πρώτη-ἐντολή p. ἐστιν 0.3 for, αὕτη ἀπογραφή, in the 
sense “this apographe,” is not Greek: that sense would require 
αὕτη ἡ ἀπογραφή. ; 

Henee, if we read ἀπ. with the article, the construction can 
be only αὕτη " ἀπογραφη 8. πρώωτη-ἐγένετο p.: if without the 
article, only αὕτη 8. ἀπ. mp. Θγένετο p. 

(4.) But, in the next place, ἐγένετο is never simply 
equivalent to the copula of existence, ἦν, but means “ became,” 
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‘or “was made,” as herein E.V. Therefore the sense is not: 
‘*This apographe tas the first” (7. az.), or “ This tas the first 
apographe” (az. without art.), but, on the first supposition, 
either, ‘This apographe was the first (that was) made,” or 
‘‘ This apographe was first made,” according to the sense we 
give to πρώτη: on the second, “This became the first apographe,” 
which is equivalent to ‘This was the first that was made.” - 
.  (5.) Next then as to the word πρώτη. Our E. V. and 
Bp. Middleton render it adverbially, ‘was first made, first 
took effect,” ¢.¢. “did not take effect μη C. was governor 
of Syria.” Of πρῶτος thus used I have not been able to 
detect a single clear example: that is to say, an example of 
a construction in which πρῶτος eyevero is equivalent to ov 
πρότερον ἐγένετο πρὶν Y—OL τότε πρῶτον ἐγένετο GTE.— 
Besides, I cannot think the term e-yevero forcible enough to 
suggest the sense proposed. A classical writer would have 
expressed that sense somewhat in this way αὕτη ἡ ἀπ. Tore 
πρῶτον τέλος ἔσχεν ὅτε. If S. Luke deemed it necessary to 
supply this piece of information, would he have expressed him- 
self so obscurely and allusively? I think not: this is not his 
manner of conveying information. He would in that case have 
expressed himself in this way: ‘“ This apographe was begun in 
those days, but was completed, or, took effect, at a later period, 
when Cyrenius,” &c. 

Moreover, there is an historical objection to this view of 
S. Luke's meaning. The well-known apographe of Quirinus, as 
it comprehended only the ethnarchy of Archelaus, did not extend 
to Nazareth. Consequently the apographe which took Joseph 
to Bethlehem was not—was no portion of, had no connexion 
with——that ‘apographe which Quirinus afterwards conducted 
in Judea. A measure which comprehended πᾶσαν τὴν 
οἰκουμένην, that is, at least all Palestine, could not be said to 
have taken full effect in.a partial measure which extended no 
further than Judea. 

On these grounds I conclude that the explanation proposed 
by Bp. Middleton cannot be accepted. 
, ᾧ 52. Others propose to render the passage thus: ‘* This 
apographe took place jirst, 4.6. before that—Cyrenius was 
governor of Syria.” And this interpretation, no doubt, gets nd 
of the difficulty. But the construction is, to say the least of it, 
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very harsh. It is true, πρῶτος seems to be thus used in 
John i. 30 and xv. 18. But in both passages there is a 
significance for which there is no place in our passage. ‘‘ He 
is become in advance of me, because He was my first —or, at 
the head of me,” ἔμπροσθέν μου “γέγονεν ὅτι πρῶτος μου HY: 
“It (the world) hath hated Me as your First—as the Leader 
at the head of you all in the race of persecution.” The 
passage quoted from lian H. A. viii. 12, οἱ πρῶτοι pov TavTa 
ἀνιχνένσαντες, Means simply, “my predecessors who first in- 
vestigated these matters.” Mr. Greswell, Diss. 1. p. 523, alleges 
numerous other passages :. but not one of them is strictly to the 
purpose. These interpreters tell us that πρώτη here is equiva- 
lent to πρότερον. Why should it be so, when there is no preg- 
nancy or emphasis to require the substitution of the superlative 
for the comparative? And suppose it were: the construction πρό- 
τερον Kupmiou ἡγεμονεύοντος in the sense “before C. was go- 
vernor,” is harsh in the extreme, and I believe unexampled. There 
is indeed a passage of the LXX. Jer. xxix. 2, which seems to 
exhibit a similar construction of the word ὕστερον. But a very 
little reflection will shew that the cases are quite dissimilar. 
The words are, ἀπέστειλεν ἐπιστολὴν ὕστερον ἐξελθόντος 
᾿Ιεχονίον. Here the construction is wot the same as ὕστερον 
4 ἐξελθεῖν ‘lex. though the sense is: but simply, “‘he sent the 
epistle afterwards, when Jeconiah was gone out.” Agreeably 
to which, the words, ἡ απ. πρότερον eyevero, Kupnviou 
ἡγεμονεύοντος would mean, “the apographe took place earlier, 
when Q. was governor:” just the contrary to the sense which is 

§ 53. 'Fhese things considered, the passage can be rendered 
only thus: (1.) with the article: “This apographe was the 
first that was made or took place, Q. being ἡγεμὼν of Syria at 
the time:” (2.) without it: ‘‘ This was the first apographe 
that was made &c.:” which comes to the same thing. It 
asserts therefore that Q. was concerned in this apographe as he 
was m the later one, and it distinguishes this apographe 
from the later one by the addition of the word “ first.” 

ᾧ 54, To this statement of a fact it is objected: (1.) that 
Josephus mentions no apographe in the reign of Herod: (2.) 
that Quirinus was not Preeses Syrise until the time of the deposal 
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of Archelaus. The difficulty in both respects disappears upon 
a right view of the history. 

The. word ἀπογραφὴ does not necessarily mean 8. census 
such as was taken in Judsea when it was reduced into the form 
οὗ a Roman province: it often denotes a mere “ descriptio,” a 
numbering of the people. It is certain that no census of the 
former kind was held in Judea in Palestine before the deposal 
of Archelaus: but it does not follow that no measures were 
taken for a numbering of the people. Qn the contrary, there is 
reason to believe that Augustus did, about this time, institute 
such an apographe of the whole empire. Suidas (8.0. ἀπογραφή.} 
relates, from some lost source of intelligence, that Augustus issued 
& commission of twenty men for this very purpose. And the 
statement agrees with the mention in Tacitus Ann. i. 11, of a 
certain libellus which Augustus had written with his own hand, 
in which were set down the opes publicw ... quantum civiune 
sociorumque in armis, quot classes, regna, provincia, tributa aut 
vectigalia. Suetonius, also, Aug. 101, mentions this abstract 
under the name Breviarium tottus imperti, and describes 
as its principal contents, quantum mtlitum sub signis ubique 
essst, It is an obvious supposition that the materials for 
thin libellus were obtained by some such general . measure 
(δόγια ἀπογρ. πᾶσαν τὴν οἰκουμένην) a8 S. Luke records, 
and Suidas’s authorities described more in detail_— Palestine, it 
is true, was not a provincia, but Augustuss register, we see, 
enumerated the resources of the regna and socit as well, and 
especially their severa] military contingents. And the king- 
dom of Herod in particular was so strictly a dependency of 
Rome, that along with the oath of allegiance to Herod, the 
Jewish soldiers were required to swear fealty to Cesar. 
Moreover, at this particular conjuncture there were rea- 
sons why Augustus might wish to ascertain by an exact 
enumeration the resources of Herod’s kingdom; there was 
danger of a fresh war with the Parthians; and with a view to 
this especially it may be that Augustus desired these statistical 
returns of the whole population of Palestine. 

The time to which this apographe must be assigned was 
very suitable for the measure of a general census throughout 
the empire. It was time of profound peace. From the year 
u.c, 746 = 8.c. 8, when Tiberius returned in triumph from 
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Germany, to the year v.c. 752 = 8.0. 2, when the war broke 
out with the Parthians, the Temple of Janus was closed. The 
‘measure seems to have begun at Rome. The Monumentum 
Ancyranwm in its second Table gives the dates of Augustus's 
three censuses held at Rome, the first 5. c. 28, the second Β. ο. 8, 
the third a. νυ. 14. 

It is probable therefore, on historical grounds, if not certain, 
that at the time intimated by S. Luke there “did go out a 
decree from Cesar Augustus that all the empire should be 
registered :” and there is reason to believe, from the circum- 
atanoes of the case, that Herod’s kingdom was included in the 
measure. The silence of Josephus avails nothing to the con- 
trary. The measure had no direct bearing upon Jewish poli- 
tics, nor was it attended with any consequences of sufficient 
note to be recorded in a portion of his history which is occupied 
with concerns of the gravest moment to Herod and his Jewish 
subjects. 

ᾧ ὅδ. Neither must the silence of other historians be 
objected. For the fact is, that our sources of information 
relative to the four or five years preceding the Christian wra 
are lamentably defective. In this very portion of Dion Cassius 
.there occurs an hiatus of several years. But, in trath, one 
.testimony has been preserved, which though of a late date, may 
very likely rest upon earlier authorities. John Malala, the 
historian of Antioch (ix. 292), informs us that “ Augustus, in the 
39th year and 10th month of his reign, issued an edict for a 
general registration throughout the empire” (ἀπογραφῆναι). 
If Malala, or his original authority, reckons from the death of 
Julius Cesar, this 39th year began 15 Mar. s.c. 6:— if from 
the first consulehip of Augustus, it began 19 Aug. 8.c. 5, v.c. 
749. The tenth month, in the Antiochene calendar, is July. 
Either way, the date comes very near indeed to our date of the 
Nativity. 

§ 56. The other objection—that Quirinus was not preses 
‘of Syria at the time—is disposed of by the consideration that 
ἡγεμὼν is a term of considerable latitude. Thus S. Luke calls 
Pilate ἡγεμὼν, though he was but procurator of Judea under 
orders of the Preses Syrie. Accordingly, though at the time 
of our Lord’s birth the president of Syria was P. Quintilius 
Varus, Quirinus, who afterwards enjoyed that dignity, may 
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nevertheless have held some office in the province which entitled 
him to be called y-yenwy τῆς Συρίας. Suppose him one of the 
twenty commissioners mentioned by Suidas, and at the head of 
the commission for Syria and the East: in this there is no- 
thing at all improbable. It is likely that Quirinus was in thé 
East at the time of the census. He was consul v.c. 742. B.o. 
12, and soon afterwards (Tacit. Ann. iii. 48.) triumphed over 
the Homonadenses of Cilicia, datusque rector Cato Casart Ar 
meniam obtinentt Tiberium quoque Rhodi agentem coluerat: this 
ins.c. 1. Thus between p,c. 12, and 8.6. 1, we find this man 
twice present in the East. If then it be true that a general 


census of the empiré was taken in one of the eight or ten years 


preceding the beginning of our wra, which there is no reason 
whatever to doubt, and true also that the oehsus, in ἃ 
modified form, took effect in the kingdom of Herod, likewisé 
under directions of the constituted authorities in Syria, which 
S. Luke’s statement plainly declares, why should we hesitate 
about the further statement which refers the administration of 
Syria (namely, in respect of the census) to Quirinus, a person 
so likely, from what is known of his history, to have been 
delegated commissioner for that part of the East t 

§ 57. The commissioner, whoever he was, would issue hie 
orders through the Praeses Syrisee, which preeses was Q. Sentius 


_ Saturninus from the year v.c..744, B.c. 10, to v.c. 748, B.c. 6, 


at latest', when he was succeeded by P. Quintilius Varus, who 
continued in office until after Herod’s death. Varus then was 
the regular president at the time which we have assigned as 
the date of the Nativity, December s.c. 5, and it’ is interesting 
to find that he was actually present in Judea at the time, when 
(according to our view of the facts) the business of the census 
would probably require the presence in that country, and at 
Herod's court, of the ordinary president acting under directions 
of the extraordinary commissioner. For we learn from Jose- 
phus that Varus sat with Herod in judgment on Antipater, 
(Ant. xvii. 5, 2.7. B. J. i. $1, 5. 32, 5.) viz. in the autumn of 


1 This is proved by Antiochene coins, | from the autumn of s.c. 7. Varus there- 
one of which bears the effigy and name | fore had succeeded Saturninus in the 
of Varus with the year-number xxv, | summer of 8.0. 6, perhaps earlier, cey- 
viz. of the Era Actiaca, which in the | tainly not later. 

Antlochene reckoning dated its 25th year 


app. ii. ᾧ 57, 58.} CENSUS OF QUIRINUS. . ? | 47 


n.c. 5, six months, or thereabout, before Herod's death. It 
is remarkable, however, that Tertullian assigns the conduct of 
the census to Saturninus: Census constat actus sub Augusto in 
Judea per Sentium Saturninum ; (ado. Marcion. iv. 19.) This 
may very likely have been the case, namely, that the census of 
Syria began under the presidency of Saturninus. If such was 
the fact, Tertullian might learn it from authentic records, and 
would be only so far mistaken as he supposed the census of 
Judea to have been likewise taken by Saturninus. And, in- 
deed, there is one interpretation of Malala’s statement, above 
quoted, which would place the commencement of the Syrian 
census just towards the end of Saturninus’s presidency ; namely, 
if the 10th month of the 39th of Augustus be understood to 
mean the 10th Antiochene month of the 39th year dated from 
the death of Julius Ceesar, ὦ. 6. July s.c. 6. There is no 
necessity, then, either to reject Tertullian’s statement altogether, 
or, to infer from it that the census of Judsea was completed 
several months before December 3.c. 5. Census actos sub Au- 
gusto per Sentium Saturninwn, Tertullian may have read in 
authentic annals, in Judwa may fairly be ascribed to the Fa- 
ther'’s own very natural inference as to the evangelic history. 
And further: as Justin Martyr's text of S. Luke gave the 
name Quirinus, and there is no reason to suppose that Tertul- 
lian read "" Saturninus” in his text, we have here a fresh testi- 
mony, probably derived from contemporary annals; to the fact of 
8 census begun about Β. ο. 6, and may also infer that Tertullian 
found no difficulty in the mention of Quirinus by the evangelist. 

§ 58. I conclude then (1.) that the only sense which the 
grammatical construction of 5. Luke's words and the circum- 
stances of the case will tolerate, is that which has been pro- 
posed: ‘ This census was the first that was made, or, This was 
the first census that was made, Quirinus being ἡγεμὼν of Syria 
at the time:” or more clearly, “This census was Quirinus’s 
fret, not to be confounded with that’ which, as evéry one is 
aware, took place at 8 later period under the same person.” 
And (2.) that there is very good reason to believe, indepen- 
dently of S. Luke, that a general census did take place at the 
time mentioned. And (3.) that it is nowise improbable that 
Quirinus was entrusted with extraordinary powers in Syria for 
the taking of the census. . 
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NOTE, 


Since these pages were written, I have been favoured, through the kind- 
ness of a friend, with the argument, on this subject, of the learned Abbot | 
Sanclemente. As the treatise de Aira Vulgari is but little known and 
rarely accessible in this country, I gladly enrich my pages with those por- 
tions of the argument which were new to me. I must, however, apprise 
the reader that Sanclemente assigns the Census and the Nativity to the 
year B.c. 7. 

The following inscriptions are adduced by this writer in attestation of 
the fact, of which S. Luke informs us, that the first Census in Judea, as 
well as the later one, was held under Quirinus, 


I. 


_ ..GEM . QVA . REDACTA . IN . PO....... 
... VGVSTI . POPULIQVE . ROMANI . SENAT... 
SVPPLICATIONES . BINAS . OB . RES . PROSP.. 
ΡΒ. ORNAMENTA . TRIVMPH...... 
PROCONSVL . ASIAM . PROVINCIAM . OM... 
DIVI . AVGVSTI . ITERVM . SVRIAM . ET . PH... 

II. 7 

9. AEMILIVS . Q. F. 

PAL . SECVNDVS . 
CASTRIS . DIVI . AVG. 

P, SVLPITIO . QVIRINO . LEG. 
CAESARIS . SVRIAE . HONORI 
BVS . DECORATVS . PRAEFECT . 
COHORT . AVG. I. PRAEFECT . 
COHORT . II. CLASSICAE . IDEM . 
IVSSV . QVIRINI . CENSVM . FEC. 
APAMENAE . CIVITATIS . MIL 
LIVM . HOM . CIVIVM . CXVII. 

IDEM . IV8SV . QVIRINI . ADVERSVS . 
ITVREOS . IN . LIBANO . MONTE . 
CASTELLVM -. EORVM . CEPIT . ET . ANTE. 
MILITIAM . PRAEFECIT . FABRVM . 
DELATVS . A. DVOBVS . COS . AD . AE 

RARIVM . ET . IN . COLONIA. 
QVAESTOR . AEDILIS . I. DVVMVIR . 1]. 
PONTIFEX . 
181. POSITI . SVNT . Q. AEM. 0. F. PAL. 
SECVNDVS . F. ET . AEMILIA . CHIA . LIB. 
H, M. AMPLVS . H. N.S 


The first is but a fragment, but enough of it remains, says Sancle~ 
mente, to prove that Quirinus is meant. Of the presidents of Syria under 
Augustus two only obtained the ornaments of a triumph, namely, Satur- 
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ninus and Quirinus, and of these only the latter, on the grounds alleged 
in the inscription. Saturninus then cannot be the person spoken of. 
Above all, there is nothing to shew that he was Augustus’s legate in 
Syria and Phoenicia a second time, as the person was of whom the inscrip- 
tion speaks.—In like manner, Sanclemente argues that no other of the 
presidents of Syria in the time of Augustus, neither M. Valerius Messalla 
Corvinus, nor Varro, nor M. Vipsanius Agrippa, nor M. T. Cicero, nor 
M. Titius, ‘can be meant.—I confess that this argument is not satisfac- 
tory to my mind: I think M. Vipsanius Agrippa, who was twice legate in 
Syria between cir. Β. 6. 23 and 12, is more likely to be the subject of the in- 
scription than Quirinus. Moreover, the two offices held at different times 
by Quirinus were so distinct, viz. the office of commissioner for the census, 
and that of legate or president, that they would hardly be placed under 
the same category, as here in the word iterum. The latter was in no correct 
sense the iteration of the former. 

From the second inscription, which I perceive is given by Muratori, 
i, 670, Sanclemente argues thus. What we here read of the honours ob- 
tained by Q. Amilius Palicanus in the camp of Augustus under the 
legature of Quirinus, and again, of his campaign against the Itureans in 
Mount Lebanon, belongs to the prefectura ordinaria of Quirinus, as regular 
legatus Augusti or Prases Provincia in Syria, i.e. after a.p. 6. But 
the words at 1. 8—11, Idem jussu Quirint censum fecit Apamene civitatis, 
cannot be referred to that occasion. For there was no census taken at 
that time in any part of Syria: the census of Judsa was special, being the 
regular form for the reduction of Judea into the state of a province and 
the confiscation of Archelaus’s property. The measure extended only to 
the etbnarchy of Archelaus, and had nothing to do with even Galilee or 
Perea, the tetrarchies of Herod’s other sons,—certainly therefore could no- 
wise implicate Apamea, one of the four principal cities of Syria, which 
had long been a province of the empire. In short, the census of Apamea 
can only be understood as part of the census of the whole empire. This in- 
scription therefore does clearly imply that the general census in Syria was 
conducted jussu Quirini, or, as St Luke expresses it, ἡγεμονεύοντος Συρίας 
Κυρηνίον. 


APPENDIX III. 


ON THE STAR OF THE MAGI. 


§ 59. [τ has been thought that the marvellous star which 
conducted the Magi to the Infant Saviour is capable of furnishing 
a chronological indication. What Jdeler has written on this 
matter, in his invaluable “Manual of Chronology,” (Hanbuch der 
Chronologie, ii. 399 ff. comp. Lehrbuch der Chron. 1831. p. 424 ff.) 
deserves, I think, to be made known to the English reader. 

“ὁ ΤΆ is commonly supposed that the star which led the Wise 
Men of the East was a meteor of an extraordinary kind. Kep- 
ler thought otherwise: he conceived it to have been ἃ conjunc- 
tion of the planets Jupiter and Saturn. He was led to this 
notion by his observation of a conjunction which occurred 17 
Dec. 1603. In the following spring, Mars came into their com- 
pany while they were still not far distant from each other, and 
in the autumn of 1604, there appeared in their neighbourhood 
one of those bodies resembling fixed stars, which attain a con- 
siderable degree of brightness, and then gradually disappear and 
leave no trace behind. This object was visible at the eastern 
foot of Serpentarius, and appeared as ἃ star of the first magni- 
tude and of uncommon splendour. From month to month 
it waned in brightness, and at the end of 1605 was no more seen. 
Kepler wrote a dissertation on this star, and gave it as his 
opinion that the star of the Magi consisted in a conjunction of 
Saturn, Jupiter, and some other extraordinary body, the nature 
of which he left unexplained. 

“Kepler was thoroughly versed in the astrology of his own 
and of earlier times, and knew what importance had always been 
attached to the conjunction of the two superior planets which 
occurs every twenty years. He conceived that the Magi though 
Jews by religion were Chaldean astronomers by profession : 
among whose doctrines this, he says, was one, that the conjunc- 
tion of these planets in, or near, Aries and Libra, portends some 
great revolution, and that a comet appearing at the same time 
signifies the birth of a great monarch. He calculated that 
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such & conjunction occurred June, Aug., and Dec., v.c. 747 
= B.C. 7. 

§ 60. “Dr. Miinter, the late bishop of Seeland in Den- 
mark, recalled attention to Kepler's investigations. In Abar- 
banel’s commentary on Daniel’ he found a passage in which 
this rabbi says, that the conjunction of Jupiter and Saturn in 
Pisces (which astrologers make the dominant star of Pales- 
tine) is the signal of Messiah’s coming.” 

§ 61. Ideler has procured from Encke an exact calcula- 
tion of the conjunction investigated by Kepler. It appears 
that “the two planets came in conjunction 29 May, s.c. 7, in 
the 21st degree of Pisces, were visible in the East before sun- 
rise, and only one degree apart. In the middle of September 
both came in opposition to the Sun at midnight in the south: 
the differenee in longitude was {ths of a degree. Both were 
retrograde and again approached each other. On 1 Oct. 2 
second conjunction took place in the 18th degree of Pisces, and 
on 5 Dec. a third in the 16th degree. On both occasions the 
difference in longitude was only one degree.” 

Ideler argues, that if Jewish astrologers did really entertain 
great expectations in connexion with such a conjunction, this 
particular conjunction was so remarkable that it might well 
attract their attention as a phenomenon of extreme significance. 
‘‘ Thrice the two planets passed each other, came very near in 
longitude, and in this state remained visible for months. The 
first conjunction in the East, ev TH ἀνατολῇ, excited the atten- 
tion of some magi. They were expecting the Meassiah...On 
their arrival at Jerusalem the planets were once more in con- 
junction and tn the South at evening. They followed that di- 
rection, and it brought them to the place.” Ideler therefore 
conceives that the arrival of the magi in Jerusalem occurred 
late in the year 7 B.c. . 

§ 62. On this investigation I would only remark, that 
the miraculous nature of the star, its reappearance, its motion, 
and becoming stationary over the place where the Child was, are 
nowise inconsistent with the view taken by Kepler, Miinter, and 
Ideler. Neither is it incredible that Divine Providence may have 
been pleased to use for its own purposes an astrological belief 


1 BMaajne hashuah (Fountains of Salvation), p. 83. ff. Amsterdam, 1547, 4to. 
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which we have reason to think was entertained by the Jews, 
and perhaps by the Chaldeans, in connexion with the expectation, 
then rife all over the East, as ‘Tacitus and Suetonius tell us, of 
the birth of a great monarch. The astronomical phenomenon, it 
may be, attracted their attention. But perhaps it was accom- 
panied by some extraordinary appearance, a star, or meteor, 
never before observed. And it is not a little curious that the 
third conjunction, which took place in the very centre of the 
sign Pisces, occurred precisely two years before the date which 
I have assigned to the Nativity. The first observation “ of the 
appearing of the star,” must have preceded the Nativity by that 
length of time: else why is it written that Herod gave orders’ 
for the destruction of the children ἀπὸ διετοῦς καὶ κατωτέρω, 
from the child of two years and under, in accordance with 
the time which he had carefully ascertained of the magi?” That 
conjunction (and the first appearance of the extraordinary star ?) 
occurred 5 Dec. 8.6. 7. Our date of the Nativity is about 8th 
Dec. 8. c. 5. 


It is evident, from the order of S. Luke's narrative, that 
the arrival of the magi and the flight into Egypt must be placed 
after the Presentation in the Temple: ¢.¢. not earlier than 18th 
January B.c. 4. Now S. Matthew's narrative implies that 
Herod was then in Jerusalem. And he was so at this time, as 
far as we can gather from the narrative of Josephus. When 
the zealots threw down the golden eagle from the gates of the 
temple, Herod was evidently on the spot. But immediately 
after the execution, which was followed the same night by 
the eclipse, he left Jerusalem, and returned thither no more 
alive. 


SECTION 1]. 


ON THE TIME OF THE CRUCIFIXION. 


§ 63. Ir is certain that the year of our Saviour’s Passion 
must lie between a.p. 28 and 36. It cannot be placed earlier 
than Α. Ὁ. 28, for the 15th year of Tiberius (Luke iii. 1) began 
in that year; nor later than a.p. 36, for the passover of that 
year was the last in the term of Pilate’s procuratorship. For 
we know from Josephus (Ant. xviii. 4. 2) that Pilate, being 
dismissed by Vitellius from his government, and sent to answer 
before the emperor touching certain matters of which he was 
accused, on his arrival at Rome found Tiberius dead. Now 
Tiberius died in March, a. νυ. 37.—Since however, to the pass- 
over of a.p. 36, from the latest date that can be assigned to 
the Nativity, are at least 38 years, but the ministry of our Lord 
between the Baptism and the Passion occupied at most 3} 
years, therefore, if the Passion were in a. p. 36, Christ would 
have been at least 34 years old at His Baptism: whence it 
seems the latest date that can be assigned to the Passion is 
A.D. 33, in which year our Lord was 36 years old, accord- 
ing to our. conclusion in the preceding section, and not less 
than 34 years upon any computation. And in fact a.p. 33 18 
the latest date assigned by chronologists or commentators of 
any note. The year of the Passion is therefore to be sought 
among the six years a.p. 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33. 

§ 64. Now in discussing the question, which of these six 
years is truly the year of our Lord's Passion, it is of course 
necessary to examine the gospel history with much attention, if 
we may therein discover any further limiting circumstances than 
those which have been mentioned: the opinions also of the 
earliest. ages of the church must be taken into consideration. 
It happens, however, that there is one element of our question 
which, if its strictness can be depended upon, will greatly 
narrow the range within which the selection is to be made; it 
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will therefore be well to consider this before we enter upon the 
argument from history and tradition. 

If the year of a given event be doubtful to the extent 
of six or seven years, but its month-day (in any given calendar) 
known, and also its week-day, then if upon calculation it can 
be shown that in one only of the six or seven years the given 
month-day fell upon the given week-day, the question is solved : 
if this coincidence took place in two, or three, of the given 
years, the question is narrowed to that extent. This is just the 
state of the question with which we are here concerned. For 
first, the week-day of the Crucifixion is certainly known ; it was 
a Friday, beyond doubt’: secondly, the month-day is known ; it 
was the day of the Jewish passover, the day on which the paschal 
lamb was sacrificed: ὁ. 6. the fourteenth of the month Nisan. 
Now the Jewish Calendar is lunar, and its relation to the 
moon’s motion is well known: it was so adjusted that the 
particular νυχθήμερον (beginning and ending at sunset) in course 
of which the moon came to the full, was called the 15th of 
Nisan. (Appendix; Inst. Chron. ᾧ 411.) For instance, if in a 
given year the paschal moon was at the full at any instant 
between sunset of a Thursday and sunset of a Friday, the day 
included between the two sunsets was the 15th Nisan. By 
astronomical calculation with good tables the exact instant of 
any given opposition of sun and moon may always be determined : 
and this being known, the week-day may always be had by 
an easy calculation, or by referring to tables constructed for 
that purpose. And here, in the following list, are the re- 
sults of these calculations for each of the years from a.p. 28 to 
A.D. 33. 


1 §. Matt. xxvii. 62. τῇ ἐπαύριον ἥτις 
ἐστίν μετὰ τὴν παρασκενήν, i.e. on the 
morrow which is after the preparation (sc. 
of the sabbath). The Crucifixion there. 
fore was on the Friday. xxviii. 1. dye δὲ 
σαββάτων, τῇ ἐπιφωσκούσῃ els μίαν σαβ- 
βάτων. 8. Mark xv. 15. ἣν παρασκευή, 
ὅ ἐστιν προσάββατον (al. πρὸς σάββ.): 
xvi. 9. πρωὶ πρώτῃ σαββάτον. 8. Luke 
xxiii. fin. καὶ τὸ μὲν σάββατον ἡσύχασαν 
κατὰ τὴν ἐντολήν, τῇ δὲ μιᾷ τῶν σαββά- 
των, ἄς, S. Joh. xix. 8]. ἵνα μὴ μείνῃ 
ἐπὶ τοῦ σταυροῦ τὰ σώματα ἐν τῷ σαβ- 


βάτῳ, ἐπεὶ παρασκευὴ ἣν (ἦν γὰρ μεγάλη 
ἡ ἡμέρα ἐκείνου τοῦ σαββάτου). The 
term parasceue as denoting Friday occurs 
in an edict of Augustus preserved by 
Josephus Ant. xvi. 6. 2, in which the 
pfefects in the East are forbidden to 
summon Jews before their tribunals ἐν 
σάββασιν ἣ τῇ πρὸ ταύτης παρασκενῇ 
ἀπὸ ὥρας ἐννάτης. The Hebrew term is 
KAW AMY» ered shabbat, ‘‘sabbath eve.” 
From this it appears that the parasceue, 
strictly speaking, began at the very hour 
when Christ gave up the ghost. 
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A. D. Paschal Full Moon. 44 Nisan, Passover. Week-day. 
28. 29th March, 5° 26" 19 28th March Sunday. 
29. ἮΝ March, 21" 15" δ' 18th March _——Frriday. 
. or 
17th April, 3* 7° 45° 16th April § Saturday 
30. 6th April, 22" 05 52° 6th April Thursday. 


31. 27th March, 13° 18" 1 26th March Monday. 
32. 14th April, 11" 115 2% 138th April Sunday. 
99, 3rd April, 16° 25 50° 2nd April Thursday. 

Of all these years, there is but one in which the 14th 
Nisan coincides with a Friday, (or more strictly with the 
νυχθήμερον between sunset of Thursday and sunset of Friday). 
This is the year 29. In the year 30 it was not so, for the 
moon was at the full about four hours after sunset of Thursday, 
consequently the whole of Friday to sunset: belonged to the 
fifteenth of Nisan. In the year 33 (which is Ussher’s date) it 
may be 8 question whether the 14th Nisan was not 3 April 
Friday, for perhaps the before-mentioned rule of adjustment 
may not admit of being so rigorously interpreted but that the 
fall-moon, occurring as it did about 24 hours before sunset, 
may have been conceived to belong more to the night of the 
νυχθήμερον 3-4 April = Friday ~ Saturday, than to the night 
of 2-3 April = Thursday — Friday. So far then, the selection 
is limited to the two years 29 and 88 : for certainly none of the 
other years verifies the given condition. It may be objected 
indeed to the first of these years, that the 18th March, some 
three or four days before the equinox, is an extremely early 
date for the passover, and that we ought therefore to take the 
other possible date for that same year, viz. 16 April. But this 
objection will be seen to be of no great moment, when it is 
considered that this very day, the 18th March, was regarded 
by the Western Church, prior to the Council of Nice, as 
the anterior paschal limit (see the Paschal Cycle of 5. Hip- 
polytus a.v. 222 in Inst. Chron. ᾧ 426.) In virtue then of 
this, which is the astronomical element of the question, the 
choice lies between these two years at most, and indeed, upon a 
rigorous application of the paschal rule, is limited to the former 
of the two’. 


® Dr. Hales, in order to reconcile his | thesis of an error in the Dominical or 
date of the Passion with this condition | Solar Tables. Mr. Greswell has fallen 
of the question, starts a strange hypo- | upon the same hypothesis, and has be- 
stowed 
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§ 65. But to this result it may be objected that it is 
after all by no means certain that the day on which our Lord 
suffered was the 14th day of Nisan, the day of the Jewish 
passover, since the three first gospels are at variance on this 
point with the fourth, at least, the statements differ so much 
that it is still a critical question whether the Crucifixion is to 
be referred to the 14th or to the 15th. This question must 
needs be discussed: let us see then, first, what S. John says 
or implies on this matter, and afterwards examine the supposed 
counter-statements of the other three gospels. 

1. It appears from S. John xviii. 28, that at an early 
hour (πρωΐ) on Friday morning the Jews who conducted our 
Lord to the pretorium had not yet eaten the passover, and 
intended to eat it; ἵνα φαύγωσι τό πά The expression 
φαγεῖν τὸ πάσχα' invariably denotes the supper on the paschal 


stowed immense pains and erudition 
upon the “proof” of it. The question 
need not be discussed here. In the Ap. 
pendix Diss. ii. § 470 ff. it is shown, 
first, that the hypothesis, in the only 
shape in which it is not self-contradictory, 
is simply nugatory in respect of the pur- 
pose for which it is advanced; and second- 
ly, that it is tenable in no shape, and 
available to no purpose, whatever. 

1 Exod. xii. 43. πᾶς ἀλλογενὴς οὐκ 
ἔδεται dw’ αὑτοῦ sc. τοῦ πάσχα. 44. 
φαγεῖν ἀπὸ τοῦ πάσχα. 2 Chron. xxx. 
18. ἔφαγον τὸ φασέκ. “It is alleged, 
indeed (by those who maintain that S. 
John agrees with the three first gospels 
in assigning the Passion to the 15th Ni- 
san) that τὸ πάσχα may denote any other 
1268] or any other sacrifice during the 
feast, and they appeal to 2 Chron. xxxv. 
7—9. Deut. xvi. 1, 3. In the former 
passage, which relates to the great pass- 
over under Josiah, the word [TOE) does 


certainly seem to denote paschal offerings 
in general; lambs and kids are named 
together as designed for the pascha, and 
moreover bullocks. But it should be 
observed that whereas in v. 7-9, the 


word is plural, ONTO: in v. 6 and 13, 


(‘kill the passover :”? ‘‘and they roast- 
ed the passover’”’), it is singular, and 


has the article, MDE : and it is clear 


that this means the proper paschal lamb. 
This passage then proves nothing for 
the assumed extended signification of the 
phrase φαγεῖν τὸ πάσχα. As little does 
the other passage, Deut. xvi. 1, 2: for 
though in v. 1, a> wy is to be 
taken in its wider sense as denoting the 
entire festival, yet v. 2, FIDE rat 


θύειν τὸ πάσχα is spoken in the more 
restricted sense of the slaying of the pas- 
chal lamb, and so as to distinguish it from 
3 and INS as designed for the other 


sacrifice of the festival; then, in v. 6,7, 
θύσεις τὸ πάσχα and φαγῇ LXX. 
are the expressions used to denote the 
slaying and eating of the paschal lamb 
in particular. 1 do not mean to deny 
that in the Rabbinical use of the term it 
is more distinctly applied to any paschal 
sacrifice (see instances in Reland Anti- 
quit. Sacra, p. 217, and Othon. Lez. 
Rabb. p. 511.): but there is nothing to 
shew that the phrase φαγεῖν τὸ πάσχα, 
standing by itself, is ever used of any 
other feast than that of the paschal lamb. 


§ 65.) 57 
lamb, which supper was to be held between sunset and mid- 
night of the night following the 14th Nisan—+.¢. in the first 
six hours of the νυχθήμερον called 15th Nisan. It follows 
that the 15th Nisan was not arrived on the morning of Friday 
when the Jews stood with our Lord before the pretorium. 

2. S. John says of the same day, xix. 14. ἦν δὲ παρασκευή 
τοῦ πάσχα: aphrase which, agreeably with its invariable usage, 
can only mean the day immediately preceding the celebration 
of the paschal supper, the day ending at sunset of 14 Nisan, 
the MOB 2) or passover-eve*, in short the day on which 
the paschal lamb was to be sacrificed. 

3. He further remarks that the Saturday following was 
an high day, ἦν μεγάλη ἡ ἡμέρα ἐκείνου τοῦ σαββάτον. This 
Saturday was either the 16th or the 15th Nisan. If it was 
the 16th, it was in no preeminent sense μεγαλη ἡμέρα, being 
only s common sabbath in passover-week: the 15th, on what- 
ever day of the week it fell, was a higher day, being the sabbath 
extraordinary, the first day of unleavened bread. The execution 
of criminals on that day was a greater desecration of the sab- 
bath than the suffering the bodies to remain on the crosses on 
the ordinary weekly sabbath. But if the Saturday was the 15th, 
it was preeminently a great day, not only as being the extraordi- 
nary sabbath, but by its concurrence with the weekly sabbath*.— 
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Lightfoot, indeed (Hor. Heb. in Joh. 
xviii, 28), and Bynzus (de Morte Jesu 
Christi) maintain upon a different ground 
that our passage cannot relate to the pas- 
chal lamb, but only to what was called the 


Chagiga, a particularly joyful sacrifice © 


which was held before sunset of the 15th 
Nisan. For, the defilement contracted 
by entering into a heathen house be- 
longed to the DY? 53229 i... to that kind 
of uncleanness which lasted only till sun- 
set, and then ceased of itself by bathing 
and washing. If then (argues Byneus) 
a Jew entering the pretorium was defiled 
only till sunset, there was no ground to 
fear not being able to eat the passover, 
for this was to be eaten after sunset: 
their apprehension can be explained only 
by supposing that! φαγεῖν τὸ πάσχα re- 
ates to the Chagiga of the first day of 


unleavened bread.— Doubtless, a plausi- 
ble hypothesis! but, unfortunately, By- 
neus assumes, without proving, that the 
particular defilement here mentioned was 
but diurnal. Maimonides (de Pasch. 
c. vi. 1.) mentions the defilements which 
did not bar eating the passover, and this 
is not one of them.”’ Liicke Commentar 
δεν das Evang. des Johannes, t. ii. 
Ῥ. 619. ff. 

* The Talmud, Sanhedr. f. 43. 5. 1. 
says expressly WNIT MDD 272 
Ww bereb pesach talauhu Pjishu, 
Son passover-eve they crucified Jesus.” 
This may not be a tradition, but at all 
events it shews how the rabbis of that age 
understood the matter. 

3 The context shews that τὸ σάββατον 
here means the ordinary weekly sabbath: 
‘that the bodies might not remain upon 

the 
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These statements‘prove unanswerably that, according to 8. John, 
the Friday of the Crucifixion was not the 15th and tas the 14th 
day of Nisan’. 

§ 66. But then on the other hand the three first gospels 
declare that ‘on the first day of unleavened bread,” (S. Matt. 
xxvi. 17. Mark xiv. 12. τῇ πρώτῃ τῶν ἀζύμων": Luke xxii. 7. 
ἡμέρα τῶν αἴυμων,) the disciples asked, Where shall we pre- 
pare for thee to sat the pascha? were sent to a certain house- 
holder to prepare it, did accordingly prepare it (ἡτοίμασαν τὸ 
πάσχα, Matthew, Mark, Luke,) and that our Lord at even ate 
a supper there with his disciples, which supper in S, Luke xxii. 
15, is called τοῦτο τὸ πάσχα. From all which, it is con- 
cluded that in the view of the three earlier evangelists the Last 
Supper was the ordinary pascha, and therefore occurred in the 
first six hours of the 15th Nisan, consequently that the Cruci- 
fixion itself occurred on the 15th. If this be so, the fourth 
gospel is at variance with the other three on a matter of fact 
of no slight importance: for it is vain to attempt to prove that 


in the view of 8. John the day of the Passion was the 15th. 
But let us examine this supposed contradictory statement 


of the three first gospels. 


the cross, ἐν τῷ σαββάτῳ, ἦν γὰρ με- 
γάλη ἡ ἡμέρα ἐκείνου τοῦ σαββα- 
του," which is not the same as if it were 
ἦν yap μεγάλη ἡμέρα ἐκεῖνο τὸ σάββα- 
τον. It is true, ἡ ἡμέρα τῶν σαββάτων 
(Luke iv.16. Acts xiii. 14; xvi. 18.) is 
merely a periphrasis of τὸ σάββατον: but 
here the periphrasis would be out of place, 
following as it does immediately after τῴ 
σαββάτῳ. Besides, though ἡμ. ἐκείνη τοῦ 
σαββ. might be a periphrasis of ἐκεῖνο 
τὸ oafB., the true reading is ἐκείνου. 
The meaning is—‘‘on the sabbath 
(=Saturday), for great (especially holy) 
was the day of (or, which fell upon) that 
sabbath (or Saturday).” It was necessary 
to point out the true grammatical sense of 
these words, as Casaubon and others have 
maintained that σάββατον here denotes 
simply the extraordinary sabbath, as if 
the meaning were, “that holy day, the 
first of unleavened bread was an high 
day.” Meyer, Kritiech-ereget. Kom- 


In the first place, it is scarcely 


meniar tiber das N. T. in I. gives the 
true explanation. ‘ The bodies were not 
to be left on the cross, least of ali on this 
sabbath (=Saturday), because it was a 
specially high day, in that the first—not 
the second—day of Azyma fell on it.’” 
The reading ἐκείνου is given by A. B. 
D. E. K. L. 8. 1.19, 22, &c., and nume- 
rous versions. 

1 To the reasons above mentioned we 
may add, (1) that the supper began πρὸ 
τῆς ἑορτῆς xiii. 1. (2) that the disciples 
could not possibly have surmised (xiii. 
29), that Judas was sent out to make 
purchases εἰς τὴν ἑορτήν if the feast was 
already begun, and when, moreover, 
every shop was shut, and to buy and sell 
was unlawful. 

3 Strietly speaking, this should mean 
the 15th Nisan, but the addition in Mark, 
ὅτε ἔθυον τὸ πάσχα, and Luke, ἐν ἢ ἔδει 
θυέσθαι τὸ πάσχα, shews that the 14th 
is meant. 


[66] 


credible that this should be its true meaning, because of the 
intrinsic improbability which attends this view of the matter. 
The first day of unleavened bread, or 15th Nisan, was one of the 
most sacred days : in the year, a day on which no servile work was 
to be done. Ex. xii. 16. Levit. xxiii. 7. As soon as the sun went 
down on the 14th, all work must cease, none must go abroad 
out of their houses until the morning (Exod. xii. 22. Lightfoot, 
Hore Heb. in 8. Mark xiv. 36)—at least not beyond the city. 
But if that night was the Thursday night, not only Christ 
and his apostles transgressed this peremptory law, by leaving 
house and city, but the persecuting Jews did the same. Nay, 
the whole Sanhedrim, by sitting in judgment on our Lord, 
and all those Jews who took part in His execution, violated 
the sanctity of a most holy sabbath, and moreover transgressed 
an express precept of the elders, which prescribed that ‘on 
eabbath days and festival days no trial or judgment may be 
held*.” The disciples also, in taking down the Body from the 
cross and laying it in the tomb, were guilty in the same re- 
spect: and S. Luke must have overlooked this antecedent breach 
of a positive command when he says concerning the holy 
women xxiii. 56, “they returned and prepared spices and oint- 
ments, and rested the sabbath-day according to the command- 
ment.” It is intrinsically improbable both that these things 
should have been done on the 15th Nisan, and that the authors 
of the three narratives should have intended to represent that 
they were done. It is vastly more likely that we misconceive 
their meaning in affixing this sense to the narratives, than that 
writers, acquainted as these were with matters of Jewish obser- 
vance, should have delivered an account which would surprise 
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3 Mishna, tr. Bezah or Jom tobh. c. v. 
Bfoed2. It is useless to allege that the 
urgency of the case justified the excep- 
tion in this instance: where was the 
urgency for the desecration of so sacred 
a day by the execution of the malefac- 
tore? Nor is it at all to the purpose to 
shew that the execution of criminals was 
purposely reserved to the great festivals, 
for the sake of a stronger example: tract. 
Sanhedr. c. 10. (a2. 11.) 88, 4. Non oc- 
ciditur (qui peccavit circa verba scriba- 


rum) a judicibus civitatis sue sed ad 
summum senatum Hierosol. deducitur 
atque illic in custodia asservatur usque 
ad festum et in festo occiditur. “ That 
this, and other profane works were law- 
ful on the days between the 15th and 
4211 Nisan, nobody denies: but where is 
the instance or tradition of a trial and 
execution on the first passover-day ὃ" 
Liicke, Commentar iiber das Ev. d. 
Johannes, t. ii. p. 613. 
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and shock every Jew who should read it. Independently, 
therefore, of the flat contradiction, afforded by S. John’s narra- 
tive to this supposed statement of the three former gospels, the 
intrinsic improbability of the one interpretation obliges us to 
presume that there must be some other and true statement 
of their meaning. 

67. Accordingly, on looking into S. Matthew, one is 
struck by that expression of our Lord in the message to the 
householder, ‘O καιρός μου ἐγγύς ἔστιν, πρὸς σε ποιῶ τὸ 
πάσχα μετὰ τῶν μαθητῶν μου. Surely that first clause stands 
as ἃ reason for something unusual in respect of the pascha 
about to be celebrated. Might it be meant as a reason why 
the celebration should take place at this particular person's 
house? This is conceivable: as if (6. g.) it. were said, My 
time is at hand: I will do thee this honour—or, thou shalt 
do me this service, ere I suffer, that, &c. But it is at least 
equally conceivable that the meaning may be of this kind, My 
time is at hand, I may not celebrate the passover at its ap- 
pointed time after to-morrow’s sunset, I will therefore hold it 
this night at thy house. To which we may add from the same 
narrative, (for I take them separately, as discussing the. ques- 
tion on the grounds of those who will not allow us to fetch 
explanations and corrections from the other two narratives 
of the same incidents,) that the householder was probably 
himself a disciple, as he was to be addressed with the words 
ὁ διδάσκαλος λέγει, and that he may be supposed to have re- 
ceived, in some other way, some previous intimation respecting 
the Lord's purpose: and further, that there is nothing to 
forbid the supposition, that the time when the question was 
put was at the very beginning of the 14th Nisan, ¢. 6. at sunset : 
for, upon any view of the case, the day called “first of un- 
leavened bread,” cannot mean the day strictly so called, but 
only the 14th Nisan, since if the 15th had commenced there 
would not have been time for due preparation, nay, such pre- 
paration had been unlawful. The question then was put at 
some time on the 14th, and why not at the very beginning 
of it? The householder, too, may have had the paschal lamb 
in readiness, and whatever else being requisite could not be 
procured at short notice. All this is conceivable enough, and, 
notwithstanding that it is not expressed in the narrative, is 


§ 67. 


more credible than a view of the transaction which labours 
under a strong internal improbability. 

In S. Mark, we find the πρώτη τῶν αζύμων plainly 
marked as the 14th Nisan by the note ore τὸ πάσχα 
ἔθυον, xiv. 12; but I do not perceive anything in the other 
additions which tells one way or the other. In S. Luke, the 
day, called ἡ ἡμέρα τῶν αζύμων, is described as that ἐν ἡ ἔδει 
θύεσθαι τὸ πάσχα, xxii. 7. The words of our Lord ἐπιθυμίᾳ 
ἐπεθύμησα τοῦτο τὸ πάσχα φαγεῖν uel ὑμῶν πρὸ τοῦ με 
παθεῖν, like those in 5. Matthew, ὁ καιρός μον ἐγγύς ἐστιν, 
may be understood as meant to imply that the time of holding 
the supper was anticipated. 

On the whole, even if there be nothing in the express 
words of the three narratives, to support or favour the sup- 
position of such anticipation, there is nothing to discountenance 
this mode of representing to ourselves the facts of the case : 
while the other representation is attended with circumstances 
of extreme improbability'. 

Now let it be observed that the question for the chronologist 
is not, whether the three first gospels differ from the last, and 
if so, whether and in what way the accounts may be brought 
into conformity: this question belongs to the apologist and 
harmonist. For chronological purposes, it matters not how 
it is settled: it is enough, that of the two conflicting accounts, 
if indeed they be conflicting, S. John is consistent and probable, 
while the other (supposing it to be another) must be rejected 
by reason of its essential improbability. I might have con- 
tented myself with describing the improbable circumstances : 
but as I would not have it supposed that I hold the nar- 
ratives to be irreconcilable, I have gone a little out of my 
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t To those which have been mentioned 
we might perhaps add this in respect of 


and in the most sacred time of it.—But I 
would not lay much stress on this con- 


the two first gospels (Greswell, Diss. 
tii, 149—152.): in both, the Sanhedrim 
is represented as determining that the ar- 
rest of our Lord should not take place 
during the feast, μὴ ἐν τῇ ἑορτῇ, ἵνα μὴ 
γένηται θόρυβος ἐν τῷ λαῷ, 8. Matt. 
xxvi. 5. Mark xiv. 2. Yet, after all, on 
this view, it did take place in the feast, 


sideration, which might be answered by 
saying that the Sanhedrim, catching at 
so favourable an opportunity, waived its 
original precaution. And indeed it would 
not be easy to shew that there was less 
danger of a disturbance among the people 
on the morning of the 14th, than on the 
15th, or any other day of the feast. 
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way to vindicate the gospels from the charge of mutual incon- 


sistency ’. 


§ 68: It may be objected, indeed, to this view of the 
facts, that such an anticipation of the passover was a thing 


? Besa, Scaliger, and Casaubon, would 
reconcile the two accounts by assuming 
that our Lord held the passover at the 
proper time, (14-15th Nisan), while the 
Jews for some reason or other were a day 
too late. L. Capell and [ken, alleging 
that the modern sect of the Kareans by a 
different reckoning of the moon’s phases 
holds the passover a day earlier than the 
Rabbinists, and assuming that this sect 
took its rise from the Sadducees, explains 
the difficulty by affirming that our Lord 
kept the feast on the evening between 
18-14th Nisan, according to the rule of 
the Sadducees (!) Grotius and Ham- 
mond, that the Lord’s passover, held 
13-14th, was μνημονεντικόν, not θύσιμον: 
an hypothesis which arbitrarily carries 
back this modern (unavoidable) character 
of the feast to the times when the temple 
was yet standing, when, therefore, there 
could be no ground for holding a passover 
(especially in Jerusalem) without sacrifice. 
Tholuck adopts the strange hypothesis of 
Rauch, that the true legal time for the 
paschal supper was in every case at the 
beginning, not the end, of the 14th: 
which leaves the main difficulty (John 
xviii. 28) unexplained. Liicke (in his 
2d ed.) maintains and proves clearly that 
the last supper was held 13-14th Nisan, 
and the Lord suffered on the 14th: but 
he abandons the attempt to harmonise the 
gospels, contending that the three first 
gospels as palpably declare for a regular 
paschal supper on the 14-1 5th, as 8. John 
that the passion occurred on the 14th. So 
Meyer, but with much less of reverence 
in his treatment of the question. Olshau- 
sen identifies the last supper with the 
regular passover, thereby referring the 
Passion to the 15th, and adopts the ex- 
planation of Lightfoot and Bynzus rela- 
tive to the Chagiga. (See § 65. note 1.) 
This writer falls into a curious mistake 


in alleging in favour of his view ‘‘ the 
typical character of the paschal lamb,” 
which “rendera probable the assumption 
that the Lord died on the very day on 
which the paschal lamb was to be sacri- 
ficed :᾽".--ΟΥἨὨ course it does, and therefore 
is directly against the assumption that the 
day of the passion was the lith. He 
alleges also (Monum. Eccl. Hist. i. 271. 
3qq.) the fact that the churches in Asia 
Minor, in the paschal controversies of the 
second century, maintained, on the ground 
of tradition derived from S. John, the 
rule that the Easter feast was to be ob- 
served at the same time with the Jews’ 
passover, in opposition to the rule of the 
western Church derived from S. Peter 
and Paul. Which is wholly irrelevant : 
for the question between the East and 
West was, not whether the Lord rose on 
the 16th or on the 17th of the paschal 
moon, but simply whether the πάσχα 
σταυρώσιμον was to be held on the 14th 
of the paschal moon (Nisan), the day of 
the Jews’ passover, and consequently the 
πάσχα ἀναστάσιμον or Easter day, on the 
16th, irrespectively of the days of the 
week—or whether the one was always to 
be held on the Friday and the other on 
the Sunday nearest (in general) to the 
paschal full moon. In support of the 
Asiatic rale it was urged that according 
tothe express terms of S. John’s Gospel 
the Lord, as the True Paschal Lamb, 
gave up the ghost at the very time pre- 
scribed by the law for the sacrifice of 
the passover (see §71), and therefore that 
the πάσχα oravp. should be kept on the 
legal 14th Nisan. That the Asiatics al- 
Jeged a tradition of S. John for the keep- 
it on the fifteenth is a mere blunder of 
Olshausen. Ideler, i, 515, maintains that 
the Passion certainly belongs to the l4th, 
alleging most of the reasons adduced in 
the text, and this further one: viz. ‘the 
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so unprecedented, that the disciples themselves must have 
éxpressed their surprise, and have asked the reason of this 
new thing; while yet there is nothmg in the three first 
gospels to shew that they were at all surprised, or that there 
was anything extraordinary in the circumstances of the case. 
No doubt they were surprised, unless the Lord had: pre- 
pared them for it beforehand. But was it necessary that all 
this should be recorded, when in the narrative itself the 
anticipation is explained by the very fact that when the ap- 
pomted hour arrived the Lord lay in the tomb? It should 
also be considered, that the first gospel in particular was 
written at a time when it must have been well-known to every 
one who should read it, that the Lord suffered on the very 
day on which the paschal lamb was to be slain. No Christian 
Jew could need to be expressly informed that such was the 
fact, or consequently, that the paschal supper at which Christ 
instituted the Eucharist was anticipated by the space of four 
and twenty hours. The knowledge of this fact the reader 
or hearer brought with him to the recital of the evangelist : 
what need then was there to record the expression (if such 
occurred) of the disciple’s surprise, the mention of which could 
lead to nothing which the reader did not already know—azs, 
for instance, Now this was done because the Lord foreknew 
that ere the appointed hour were come He would have given up 
the ghost ἢ Objections, in short, of this kind rest upon a mis- 
taken view of the gospels, as if they were intended to afford 
complete information to persons possessed of no previous 
knowledge of the facts: whereas, in truth they were designed 
for persons who would, so to say, tnterlneate the written story 
with that information which they had obtamed from the com- 
mon notoriety of the facts and from the Church’s catechetical 
and liturgical teaching. For it may be confidently affirmed 
that until the destruction of the temple and cessation of the 
sacrifices, as often as the Jews’ passover-day came round, the 


festivals, the framers of that calendar 
would depart from the ancient tradition.” 


modem Jewish calendar is so arranged 
that the 15th Nisan can never fall on a 


Friday. It may indeed be alleged that 
this precaution dates no farther back than 
the formation of the Cyclical Calendar 
since the dispersion : but it is hard to be- 
lieve that in 90 essential 2 point as the 
fixing of the week-days of the principal 


I do not adopt this argument: since 
it is likely that the very intent of this ar- 
rangement was to prevent the concar- 
rence of the first day of unleavened bread 
with the πάσχα σταυρώσιμον of the 
Christians. 
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very liturgy would teach all Jewssk Christians, at least, that 
this was the day on which τὸ πάσχα ἡμῶν ἐτύθη ὁ Χριστός 
(1 Cor. v. 7); as also on the second day of unleavened bread, 
that on it the Lord’s Resurrection fulfilled the type of the 
first-fruits, Χριστὸς ἐγήγερται ἐκ νεκρῶν ἀπαρχὴ τῶν κεκοι- 
μημένων (1 Cor. xv. 10). 

ᾧ 69. On the other hand, to the objection that 8. John 
knows nothing of any paschal supper, we might answer that, if 
silence implies ignorance, neither does he know any thing of the 
institution of the Eucharist. In fact he is silent of the one, be- 
cause he had no need to say any thing about the other. He 
needed not to recite the history of the institution, with which 
all Christians were familiarly acquainted through the earlier 
gospels and the liturgy itself; and as the fact that the Last 
Supper was paschal is important only in reference to the institu- 
tion of the christian sacrament, he naturally omits all express 
reference to the ceremonial character of the solemnity.—Nor is 
it of any moment that he seems to represent “‘ some of the dis- 
ciples” (xiii. 29) as expecting that the paschal supper was yet 
to come. For, although they were then engaged in a solemnity 
which, in every respect except in point of time, corresponded 
with the ritual of the pascha, it does not follow that they all ap- 
prehended fully the reason and import of such a supper bemg 
held on the evenjng between the 13th and 14th Nisan. We 
know that the passover was anticipated because the Lord was to 
fulfil the type of the paschal lamb on the morrow by His death : 
but it is evident from the discourses in S. John, that even at a 
later instant of that evening the disciples understood not yet 
that their Lord was to dic, and that so soon. And not under- 
standing this, why might not they, or some of them, suppose 
that He would yet hold the feast with them in its appointed 
season? They were not obliged to infer from the paschal 
character of the meal which was before them, that it was 
the forestalled substitute for the legal passover: it might con- 
tent them that their Lord, for some good reason unknown to 
them, had so ordered it. . 

ᾧ 70. In conclusion, it remains to be observed, that the 
solution which is here advocated was given by many of the 
Fathers. S. Clement of Alexandria (in a fragment of his work 
de Paschate preserved by an anonymous writer quoted by 
Petavius, Uranolog. p. 396., Potter p. 1017.) : τοῖς μὲν οὖν 
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παρεληλυθόσιν & event τὸ θυόμενον πρὸς ᾿Ιουδαίων ἤσθιεν € ἑορτά- 
ζων ὁ ο Κύριος πάσχα. ἐπεὶ δὲ ἐκήρυξεν αὐτὸς ὧν τὸ πάσχα ὁ 
ἀμνὸς τοῦ Θεοῦ, ὡς πρόβατον « ἐπὶ σφαγὴν ἀγόμενος αὐτίκα 
ἐδίδαξε μὲν τοὺς μαθητὰς τοῦ τόπου τὸ μυστήριον τῇ (γ΄, ἐν 
ἥ καὶ πυνθάνονται αὐτοῦ, ποῦ Ὁ θέλεις ἑτοιμάσωμέν σοι τὸ πάσχα 
φαγεῖν: ταύτῃ οὖν τῇ ἡμέρᾳ καὶ ὃ ἁγιασμὸς τῶν αζύμων καὶ 
ἤ προετοιμασία τῆς ἑορτῆς eryévero'. ὅθεν ὁ ᾿Ιωάννῆς ἐν ταύ- 
τη τῇ ἡμέρᾳ ἐικότως ὦ ὡσὰν προετοιμαζομένους ἤδη ἀπονίψασθαι 
τοὺς πόδας πρὸς τοῦ _ Κυρίου τοὺς μαθητὰς ἀναγράφει. πέ- 
πονθε δὲ τῇ ἐπιούσῃ ὃ Σωτὴρ ἡ ἡμῶν αὐτὸς ὧν τὸ πάσχα καλ- 
λιερευθεὶς ὑπὸ ᾿Ιουδαίων. And in another fragment of the 
same treatise : ἀκολούθως a apa τῇ ιδ΄, ὅτε καὶ ἔπαθεν, ἕωθεν 
αὐτὸν οἱ ἀρχιερεῖς καὶ οἱ γραμματεῖς τῷ Πιλάτῳ προσάγοντες 
οὐκ εἰσῆλθον εἰς τὸ πραιτώριον, wa μὴ μιανθῶσιν, ἀλλ᾽ ἀκωλύ- 
τως ἑσπέρας τὸ πάσχα φάγωσιν. ταύτῃ τῶν ἡμέρων τῇ 
ἀκριβείᾳ καὶ αἱ γραφαὶ wacat συμφωνοῦσι ‘xal τὰ εὐαγγέλια 
συνῳόα. ἐπιμαρτυρεῖ δὲ καὶ 7 ἀνάστασις, τῇ γοῦν τρίτῃ 
ἀνέστη ἡμέρᾳ, ἥτις ἦν πρώτη τῶν ἑβδομάδων τοῦ θερισμοῦ, 
ἐν ἥ καὶ τὸ δράγμα ἐνομοθετεῖτο προσενεγκεῖν τὸν ἱερέα. 
8. Hippolyt. Portuensis (fr. ap. Chron. pasch. Ρ. 6.) ᾧ καιρῷ 
ἔπασχεν ὁ Χριστὸς οὐκ ἔφαγε τὸ κατὰ νόμον πάσχα" 

οὗτος “yap ἦν τὸ πάσχα, τὸ προκεκηρυγμένον καὶ τὸ τελειού- 
μενον τῇ ὡρισμένῃ ἡμέρᾳ ΝΕ Ὁ πάλαι προειπὼν ὅτι οὐκέτι 
φάγομαι τὸ πάσχα, εἰκότως τὸ μὲν δεῖπνον ἐδείπνησεν πρὸ 
τοῦ πάσχα" τὸ δὲ πάσχα οὐκ ἔφαγεν ἀλλ᾽ ἔπαθεν᾽ οὐδὲ yap 
καιρὸς ἦν βρώσεως αὐτοῦ .----ϑ, Apollinaris (fr. ap. Chron. 
pasch. ib. Routh, Βαϊ. Sace. 1. 160.) εἰσιν οἱ δι᾿ ἀγνοίαν....λό- 
γουσιν ὅτι τῇ ιδ΄ τὸ πρόβατον μετὰ τῶν μαθητῶν ἔφαγεν ὁ 
Κύριος, τῆ δὲ weryadn ἡμέρᾳ τῶν ἀζύμων αὐτὸς ἔπαθεν᾽ καὶ 
διγγοῦνται Ματθαῖον οὕτω λέγειν ὡς νενοήκασιν" ὅθεν ἀσύμ- 
φωνός τε νόμφ ὴ νόησις αὐτῶν, καὶ στασιαζειν δοκεῖ κατ᾽ 
αὐτοὺς τὰ εὐαγγελία. ὃ. 6. Christ is the very Paschal Lamb, 
and the law required the lamb to be sacrificed on the 14th; 

to suppose then that He died on the 15th would not harmonise 
with the law, and would commit the gospels to a mutual con- 


1 This is intended to explain the cir- | of preparing (ἑτοιμάζειν) and did pre- 
cumstance that the thirteenth of Nisan is | pare the pascha—vis. he thinks the προ- 
called πρώτη τῶν αζύμων---οἷκ. on that | ε«τοιμασία always or usually took place 
day (Clement thinks) the azyma were | on the 13th. Both suppositions are, of 
consecrated: and that the apostles speak | course, wrong. 
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tradiction. Again: ἡ ιδ΄ τὸ ἀληθινὸν τοῦ Kupiov πάσχα, ἡ 
θυσία ἡ μεγάλη, ὁ ἀντὶ τοῦ ἀμνοῦ ὁ παῖς Θεοῦ ὁ δέθεις, &e.... 
καὶ ὁ ταφεὶς ἐν ἡμέρᾳ TH τοῦ πάσχα. This interpretation 
may have fallen into discredit at a later time in consequence of 
the use made of it in the quartadeciman controversy as in this 
very passage of Apollinaris: viz. that the πάσχα σταυρώσιμον 
ought always to coincide with the Jewish passover. Hence 
Photius Cod. 115, 116, says, that these fathers (Clement, &c.) 
varied from the Church in thinking that the Last Supper was 
held on the evening of the 13th.—To these testimonies we may 
may add S. Ireneus Her. iv. 23. Et diem paasionis (Moses) 
non ignorant, sed figuratim pranunciacit ewm Pascha nominans: 
δὲ in eadem ipsa. . passus est Dominus adimplens Pascha. Ter- 
tull. ado. Jud. 8. Passio perfecta ost ..die prima azymorum quo 
agnum ut occiderent ad vesperam ὦ Moyse fuerat prasceptum. 

71. To return to our proper subject. It is certain, in 
general, that the year of the Passion lies between a.p. 28 and 33, 
but the astronomical element confines the question to (at most) the 
two years, 29 and 33, if it does not even restrict it to the former 
of the two. It now remains that we examine and combine the 
historical elements expressed or implied in the evangelic narrative. 

(1.) And first the year-date which S. Luke places in front 
of his history of our Saviour’s ministry. ‘The fifteenth year 
of Tiberius,” (iii. 1.) if the writer follows the established Roman 
reckoning, is the year which began 19 August Α. ν. 28; if he 
writes a8 a Jew, he may mean the year beginning | Nisan 
a.D. 28; and lastly, if he identifies the imperial with the 
consular year, he may intend a.p. 28 (beginning 1 January), 
‘or possibly a. p. 29, since the one contained nearly 5 months, 
the other about 7, of the actual 15th year of Tiberius begin- 
ning 19 August a.p. 28. This is the utmost latitude with 
which the statement may be interpreted——Some writers, how- 
ever, following a tradition of the Western Church, which assigns 
the Passion to the year u.c. 782, the passover of which lies 
in the actual 15th of Tiberius; and finding it impossible to 
reconcile this date with the statement of S. Luke, if he must 
be understood to refer the Baptism of Christ to that same 
year, have advanced an hypothesis which would make this 15th 
year of Tiberius begin two years earlier. It is alleged that 
S. Luke here dates the years of Tiberius, not from his actual 
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accession on the death of Augustus, 19 August a.p. 14, but 
from an earlier event, which, especially in the provinces, might 
be regarded as the epoch of his yyeuovia. The event in 
question is thus related by Velleius Paterculus, ii. 121. 8. P. Q. R. 
postulante patre ejus (Augusto) ut sequum οἱ jus in provinciis 
exercitibusque esset quam erat ipsi, decreto complexus est: 
and by Suetonius, Vit. Tib. c. 21. Non multo post, lege per coss. 
lata, ut provincias cum Augusto communiter administraret : and 
thus by Dion Cass. ἵν]. under the year vu.c. 765 = a.v. 12. 
“ Augustus being now of advanced age τὴν Βουλὴν to Τι- 
Bepip παρακατέθετο," (senatum Tiberio commendavit). This 
then, according to Cardinal Noris, Bianchini', Pagi, and other 
learned chronologists, is the epoch to which S. Luke's “ fifteenth 
year of Tiberius” must be referred: the year intended by the 
evangelist is 26 a.p. The hypothesis is meant to obviate a 
difficulty, and, if substantiated, does obviate it. Other writers, 
too, as Ussher, Bengel, and more recently Mr. Benson, who do 
not assign the Passion to the year above mentioned, have 
adopted the same hypothesis, but none has more learnedly 
argued in behalf of it than Mr. Greswell in his “ Dissertations 
on the Harmony of the Gospels.” In fact, it is essential to 
the scheme of this writer, in which the Passion is placed at 
a.D. 80, and a period of three full years is assigned to our 
Lord's ministry. 

But supported as this hypothesis is by the learning and 
authority of the distinguished scholars whom I have named, it 
falls under these fatal objections : first, that none of the early 
ecclesiastical writers can be shown even to have imagined that 
such was the evangelist’s meaning: and secondly, (as the learned 
abbot Sanclemente and after him Ideler have observed) that no- 
where, in histories, on monuments or coins’, is a vestige to be 


1 This writer, indeed, has an hypo- 
thesis peculiar to himeelf, that a year has 
been dropt in the Fasti between the 
reigns of Caius and Claudius; and con- 
sequently, that the year of the two 
Gemini, which, on the grounds of the 
Roman tradition, he rightly makes the 
year of the Crucifixion, was in reality 
not A.D. 29 but 26. In like manner, his 
‘© fifteenth year of Tiberius”’ is a.p. 25. 

3 “By referring to Eckhel, de Doct. 


Num. iii. 276. it will be seen that there 
és some reason to believe tn the existence 
of two coins of Antioch, which bear date 
43 and 44, as referred to the Actian ara 
of u. c. 723, and exhibit the head of Ti- 
berius, with the title of SEBAZTO or 
Augustus. Each of these coins must 
have been struck before the death of 
Augustus, uv. c. 767; the former 765-6 
(Autumn), the latter 766-7 (Aut.). If 
these coins were genuine they would be 

§——2 demon- 
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found of any such mode of reckoning the years of this emperor, 
or indeed of any other epoch of the ἡγεμονία of Tiberius, than 
that which is afforded by the well-known year and day of Au- 
gustus’s decease. Besides, it is improbable to the last degree, 
for those who admit that S. Luke wrote his gospel in Italy for 
the use, specially of a Roman officer, and generally of Gentile 
believers, that he should have expressed himself in a manner so 
little likely not to be misunderstood by those into whoge hands 
his gospel was delivered. After all that has been advanced in 
support of this hypothesis, these objections remain in full force: 
therefore, although the difficulty which accompanies Mr. Gres- 
well’s date of the Passion affects mine in a higher degree, I am 
pound to submit to the plain natural import of 5. Luke's state- 
ment, and to receive it as one historical element of our question. 

§ 72. (2.) In S. John’s narrative of the Lord’s first pase- 
over, ii. 20, there seems to be a note of time which implies that 
the passover in question was that of a.p. 28. ‘The Jews 
said, Forty and six years was this temple in building.” There 
can be no doubt that they spoke of the temple as rebuilt by 
Herod the Great. The history of this undertaking is fully 
related by Josephus, Ant. xv. 11. The design was announced 
by Herod, ὀκτωκαιδεκάτον τῆς ᾿Ηρωδου βασιλείας “γεγονότος 


ι 


ἐνιαυτοῦ, “ποθὴ Herod’s 18th year was come or commenced'. 


demonstrative upon the question whether 
Tiberius was associated with Augustus, 
and recognised in the provinces as em- 
peror before the first half of u.c. 766 at 
the latest; and though Eckhel is inclined 
to doubt of their actual existence, I con- 
fess that his reasons appear to me un- 
satisfactory, &c.”’ Dissertations, i. 343 ἢ, 
note. It is useless to appeal to coins the 
very existence of which has to be proved. 
But grant that they did exist, the ques- 
tion is not whether Tiberius was asso- 
ciated with Augustus, &c., but, whether 
after the death of Augustus there existe 
any reckoning of the years of Tiberius 
from any other epoch than that. If 8. 
Luke reckoned in this way, others must 
have done so too; this mode of reckon- 
ing must have been pretty common—and 
if so, it is incredible that there should 
be no other extant exemplification of 
the practice: yet none such has been 


produced.—That S. Clem. Alex. Strom. 
i. 21. § 144. gives the length of Tiberius’s 
reign as 23 years, and afterwards as 267 
6™ 194, (supposing the text not corrupt) 
is as little tothe purpose. But in truth «s’ 
is a manifest error for xf’ : for the θα 19¢ 
are just the odd daysover22 years reckoned 
from the 29th August = 1 Thoth, the no- 
minal Alexandrine epoch of this reign, to 
16 March, the day of Tiberius’s death. 

1 7b, 10. 3. ἤδη δὲ αὐτοῦ τῆς βασιλείας 
ἑπτακαιδεκάτον παρελθόντος ἔτους, Kat- 
σαρ εἰς Συρίαν ἀφίκοτο, ‘at the end of the 
17th year 1, then after the history ‘‘how 
Herod was accused by Zenodorus and 
the Gadarenes, and secured to himself 
the favour of Cesar,’ it follows, τότε 
γοῦν ὀκτωκαιδεκάτου τῆς ‘H. β. yeyord- 
τος ἐνιαυτοῦ, μετὰ τὰς προειρημένας 
«πράξεις, ἔργον οὐ τὸ τυχὸν ἐπεβάλετο, 
τὸν νεῶν τοῦ Θεοῦ δι᾿ αὐτοῦ κατασ- 
κευάσασθαι. 
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But Herod’s lst year bears date (nominally) from 1 Nisan, 
B.c. 37, his 18th therefore from 1 Nisan 20. At this time 
it was, or if not at this time, six months later, in the autumn, 
at the commencement of his 18th year of actual sovereignty, 
that he announced his intention of rebuilding the temple. 
His offer was joyfully accepted, only it was stipulated that the 
ancient fabric should be left untouched until all the necessary 
materials were prepared. The preparation, which was on a scale 
of enormous magnitude, must have occupied several months, 
and the actual works could not have commenced much before 
the end of 8. ασ. 20, but more likely not till after the passover 
of Β. οσ. 19. And from that date to the passover of a. νυ. 28 
are just forty-six years—In the Ware, indeed, (written 
before the Antiquities) Josephus calls the year the /ifteenth, 
πεντεκαιδεκάτῳ γοῦν ἔτει τῆς βασιλείας : whence it might be 
supposed that the 18th year in the one account is reckoned 
from the first appointment of Herod, 3.c. 40, the 15th in the 
other, from the death of Antigonus, 2.c. 37 (see ᾧ 24), that 
both statements, therefore, are consistent and indicate the same 
year, Β.0. 23. It is certain, however, that the statement in 
the Wars is due to an error either of Josephus or of his 
transcribers. For even in the Wars, the design of Herod 
is placed after a visit of Augustus to Syria in the 10th year 
after a preceding visit, (ἔτει δεκάτῳ πάλιν ἐλθων εἰς τὴν 
ἐπαρχίαν, i. 20. 4.) which former visit occurred ὡς ἧκεν 
(Aury.) εἰς Αἴγυπτον ἤδη Κλεοπάτρας καὶ ᾿Αντωνίου τεθνεώτων. 
(ὁ. 3.), therefore in the 10th year after 5... 30 (Dion. 
Cass. 11. 18). Hence, the second visit of Augustus, which in 
Ant. xv. 10. 3. is placed at the close of Herod’s 17th year, 
belongs to the year B.c. 21-20, consequently the 18th year 
bears date from s.c. 37, not from B.c. 40°. 

§ 78. (3.) Our Lord’s more public ministry began imme- 
diately after the imprisonment of S. John the Baptist. Jo- 
sephus in a well-known passage (Ant. χυπι. 5.2.) mentions 
both the arrest and the execution, but without any clear 
chronological specification. Relating the war which broke out 


* See Anger, de temporum in Act. | question, Mr. Greswell’s Dissertations, 
Apost, ratione p. 23; and for a very full | i. 238—262. The reason however, which 
and most elaborate discussion of this | is given above, is amply sufficient. 
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between Herod and Aretas, and the defeat of the former, (not 
long before the death of Tiberius;) he remarks, that many 
regarded this reverse in the light of a judicial visitation for 
what Herod had done (how long before is not said) to John, 
called the Baptist. And whereas we know from the gospels 
that John was beheaded, not upon political considerations, as 
Josephus relates, but at the instigation of Herodias, and the 
affair of that incestuous marriage is likewise related by Josephus 
(Ant. xviii. 5.), still no precise note of time is given in connexion 
with that history. The immediate occasion of the war be- 
tween Herod and his father-in-law Aretas was a dispute about 
boundaries: the repudiation of Aretas’s daughter is mentioned 
only as the original ground of the animosity between the two 
princes : ὁ δὲ ἀρχὴν ὄχθρας ταύτην ποιησάμενος, περί Te 
ὅρων...«εἰς πόλεμον καθίστανται. Joseph. w. 8, There is 
therefore no reason at all to suppose that the affair of Herodias 


was recent when the war broke out. 
(4.) Pilate’s slaughter of the Galileans is not mentioned 
by Josephus or any other contemporary writer: its time there- 


fore 1s unknown'. 


1 There is something remarkable in 
the expression which St John uses con- 
cerning Caiaphas: xi. 49. εἷς δέ τις 
ἐξ αὐτῶν Καϊάφας, ἀρχιερεὺς ὧν τοῦ 
ἐνιαντοῦ ἐκείνον. xviii. 18, ‘ They 
led Him to Annas first, ἦν γὰρ πενθε- 
ρὸς τοῦ Καϊάφα, ὃς ἣν ἀρχιερεὺς τοῦ 
ἐνιαυτοῦ ἐκείνον. It seems to im- 
ply that Caiaphas was not High Priest, 
or not officiating as such, before that 
year. If this be the case, here is a note 
of time which, if the year of Caiaphas’s 
appointment can be ascertained, will 
answer our purpose. And here we may 
notice the remarkable wording of St 
Luke, iil. 2. ἐπ’ ἀρχιερέως 'Α. και K, 
The singular is doubtless the true read- 
ing, and I do not see how it can be ex- 
plained but by the supposition that the 
high-priesthood of that 15th year of Ti- 
berius was held, or at least exercised, 
part of the time by Annas, and for the 
rest by Caiaphas. At any rate, it will 
be useful to state what is known con- 
cerning these two persons. 


Annas, whom Josephus calls Ananus 
son of Seth, was raised to the high-priest- 
hood by Quirinus at or after the com- 
pletion of the census in the 37th year, 
dated from the battle of Actium: there- 
fore a.D.7. He was deposed by Va- 
lerius Gratus ( Procurator of Judea after 
the death of Augustus) and was suc- 
ceeded by Ismael son of Phabi: he 
again, per’ οὐ πολύ, by Eleazar son of 
Ananus or Annas: and he, too, ἐνιαν- 
τοῦ διαγενομένου, by Simon son of Ca- 
mithus. Οὐ πλέον καὶ τῷδε ἐνιαντοῦ 
τὴν τιμήν ἔχοντι διεγένετο χρόνος, καὶ 
Ἰώσηπος, ὁ και Καϊάφας διάδοχος ἣν 
αὐτῷ. καὶ Tparos μὲν ταῦτα πράξας 
εἰς ἹΡώμην ἐπαναχωρεῖ, ἕνδεκα ὄτη διά- 
τριψας ἐν ᾿Ιουδαίᾳ. Ἰόντιος δὲ Πι- 
λάτος δίαδοχος αὑτῷ ἧκεν. Such is Jo- 
sephus’s summary account. Aut. xviii. 
2.1, 2. 

Here, in the first place, in this rapid 
succession of high-priests, we seem to 
have the explanation of the peculiar ex- 
pression used by St John. It appears 
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§ 74. (5.) The Acts of the Apostles contain sundry notes of 
time which, as it seems to me, are determinative of the year of 
the Ascension thus far, that it must be one of the two years a.p. 29 


and 30. 


Supposing this proved, the year must be a.p. 29 in 
virtue of the astronomical element of the question. 


But this 


part of the subject requires a separate chapter for its discussion. 


ᾧ 75. 


It appears then that while the paschal element in- 


dicates the year αν. 29, 18th March, which lies in the middle 


that from the deposal of Annas no high- 
priest before Caiaphas held the office 
more than ἃ year.—In the next place, 
the variation in the construction of the 
Jatter part of the narrative, which relates 
to Simon son of Camithus, suggests, at 
least admits of, the surmise, that this 
Simon was not deposed by Cratus but 
by his successor Pilate. For thus Jose- 
phus expresses himself: παύσας iepa- 
σθαι Ἄνανον ᾿Ισμάηλον ἀρχιερέα ἐπο- 
φαίνει...τοῦτον μετάστησας:... Ἐλέα- 
ἵαρον ἀποδείκνυσιν... τόνδε παύσας, Σί- 
μωνι.. «παραδίδωσιν. All these are clearly 
acts of Gratus. But in the next clause 
he varies the construction: Οὐ πλόον 
καὶ rede évavrou...dieyevero χρόνος, 
και ᾿[ώσηπος- δίαδοχος ἦν αὑτῷ. He does 
not say that this appointment was the 
act of Gratus. Then, however, he re- 
sumes the former construction: καὶ I. 
μὲν ταῦτα πράξας, &c.: meaning, 
perhaps, by ταῦτα πράξας the acts de- 
signated by the series of sorist partici- 
ples waéeas...dropalve:, μετάστησας... 
ἀποδείκνυσιν, παύσας...παραδίδωσιν. 

It appears that Gratus had spent eleven 
years in Judea, when, Pilate being not 
merely appointed but actually arrived 
as his successor (ἦκαν), he departed for 
Rome.--Pilate, δέκα ὄτεσιν dtarpiyas ἐπὶ 
"Iovéaias, was sent home by Vitellius to 
answer certain charges laid against him. 
Before he reached Rome, Tiberius was 
dead: (16 Mar. a. v.37.) Pilate then, 
unless he was detained several months 
on the voyage, as St Paul was, left 
Judea at some time between Dec. a. p. 
36 and Mar. a.p. 37. At the earliest 
he may have set out in the Autumn of 


A. Ὁ. 36, at the latest in March or April 
a. D. 37. And ten years measured from 
any date of the interval give the same 
date between Oct. a.p. 26 and April 
A. D. 27. as the commencement of Pilate’s 
procuratorship. 

Now let us suppose that the deposal 
of Eleazar and elevation of Simon (the 
last of the acts denoted by the series of 
aorist participles in the above cited pas- 
sage) was the last act of Gratus, and 
that it occurred just before Pilate’s ar- 
rival. Then the deposal of Simon might 
possibly occur as late as April a. D. 28; 
in which case, the first year of Caiaphas 
would be still current at the time noted 
by St John, if the year of the crucifixion 
was truly a. Ὁ. 29. The mention of An- 
nas conjointly with Caiaphas (Luke iii. 
2. Acts iv. 6.) may be explained by the 
consideration that he had held the office 
much longer than any of those who 
intervened between him and Caiaphas, 
and by the supposition that he was re- 
garded by the Jews themselves as vir- 
tually high priest. Or, between the 
deposal of Simon and the elevation of 
Caiaphas there might be an interval of 
some months, during which the functions 
of the office might be exercised by An- 
nas in consideration of his being the 
oldest, or the most important in other 
respects, of those who had held the 
office. All this is advanced only as hypo- 
thesis, not by way of chronological de- 
termination, but as possibly affording the 
explanation of expressions in 8. John 
and S. Luke which require to be ex- 
plained in some way or other. 
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of the 15th year of Tiberius, of the A¢storical notes one seems to 
assign the first passover of our Lord’s ministry to the year 28, 
and yet S. Luke’s initial date seems to place the very commence- 
ment of the Baptist’s ministry in the 15th year of Tiberius, ἑ. δ. 
at the earliest in the year beginning 1 January a.p. 28. This 
is no small difficulty, it must be owned: and for the solution of 
it we must have recourse to other considerations. First, how- 
ever, it will be convenient to ascertain and appreciate what 
may be called the tradstional element of our question. 

§ 76. It is well known that the early christian writers 
frequently assign the year, month and day, which they respect- 
ively supposed to be the date of the Passion. There are three 
ways in which these writers may have arrived at the opinions 
which they severally held. 

(1.) [Ὁ is scarcely conceivable that the date should not be 
known to some at least in the first ages, as matter of notoriety 
and general tradition. The church of Jerusalem and the 
churches connected therewith must, in the nature of the case, 
have been for a century or more in possession of the true year- 
date, which being known, the Judtian month-date would be 
ascertainable by paschal calculation, if it were not otherwise 
known. 

§ 77. (2.) It is notorious that the early christian writers 
confidently appeal to a document which they call “The Acts of 
Pilate,” ὁ. 6. the record of Pilate’s proceedings in his pro- 
curatorship, which he, in common with other provincial govern- 
ors, was required by a standing enactment regularly to transmit 
to the authorites at Rome. That such Acts did once exist, can 
hardly be called in question: that the trial, condemnation, and 
crucifixion of Jesus of Nazareth were recited in them, is highly 
probable: that the genuine document was accessible to Chris- 
tians in the age of Justin Martyr and Tertullian may not be 
capable of proof, but is nowise improbable’. 


1 8. Justin. M. Apol. i. 8 56.71. Ter- | Acta now extant, Fabric. Cod. Apoer. 
tull. Apol. i. 6. Euseb. H. Ε. ii. 2. | N. 7. i. 287.239. iii, 456, and two La- 
Orosius vii. 4. See also Euseb. H. Ε. | tin Epistles of Pilate to Cesar, id. i. 298, 
i. 9.11. ix. 5.7. Epiphan. Hor. 1. 1. | are decidedly spurious, and the produc- 
Spurious and heretical Acta Pilati were | tions of a comparatively recent age. 
extant in the fifth century. The Greek 
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§ 78. (8.) In the course of the second century it became 
necessary for the churches to secure uniformity of the celebration 
of Easter, and consequently, to have recourse to paschal calcula- 
tions. These calculations branched off into a discussion of the 
true date of the Passion. Supposing the year known, the cal- 
culators sought to define the day, by the synchronism between 
the 14th day of the paschal moon and a Friday. Supposing the- 
year not known, it was attempted to fix it by the same synchro- 
nism. It will be seen, further on, that the dates assigned by 
some writers were certainly derived from paschal calculations 
conducted with faulty cycles. 

§ 79. (1.) The coneular date assigned almost with one 
consent by the Latin fathers is the year of the two Gemini, 
v.c. 782. a.p. 29. It oceurs for the first time in Tertullian, 
adv. Jud. c. 8, qua passio perfecta est sub Tiberio Cesare, Coss. 
Rubellio Gemino οἱ Fujio Gemino, mense Marti, temporibus 
pasche, vii kal. April, die prima azymorum, quo agnum ut 
ocouderent ad vesperam a Morjse fuerat preceptum. Again: 
Hujus (Ttberit) quinto decimo anno imperts passus est Christus, 
annos habens quast xxx quum pateretur. (S. Jerome as we have 
seen ᾧ 40 read xxxiii.)—Here the date assigned is 25th March 
= passover day = 14 Nisan, a.p. 29, which ts within one week of 
our astronomical deduction. The discrepance of seven days will 
be explained hereafter. 

(2.) Lactantius Inst. iv. 10, Cujus (4.6. Tiberii) anno 
quinto-decimo, td est duobus Geminis coss. ante d. vil. Kal. Apr. 
Judai Christum cru afizerunt. And De Mort. Pers. c. 2. 
Extremis temporibus Tiberi Caesaris, ut seriptum legimus, 
Dominus noster Jesus Christus a Judats cruciatus est, post d. x. 
Kal. Apr. duobus Geminis Coss. 

(3.) Sulpicius Severus Hist. Sac. ii. 40, writing in the 
consulate of Stilicho, a.p. 400, says: Dominus crucifiaus est 
Fufo Gemino σὲ Rubellio Gemino Coss., a quo tempore usque in 
Stilichonem consulem sunt anni ccclxxii. 

(4.) 8. Augustin, whose testimony is peculiarly important, 
says, de Civ. Det, xviii. fin. Mortuus cet Christus duobus Geminis 
Coss. vii. Kal. April. 

(5.) And, to sum up this traditional statement, Prosper 
in his Chronicon says: Quidam ferunt anno xviii Tiberit Jesum 
Christum passum, et argumentum ejus ret ex evangelio assumunt 
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Joannis, in quo post xv Tiberit Caesaris annum triennio Dominus, 
pradicasse intelligatur. Sed quia usitatior traditio habet, 
Dominum nostrum xv anno Tiberii Cesaris duobus Geminis 
Coss. crucifixum, nos sine prarjudicio alterius opiionts succes- 
stonem sequentium Consulum a supradictis Consulibus ordiemur 
juste hanc traditionem. 

‘“‘No where in the first five centuries,” says Ideler (i. 415), 
“do we find any other consular date of the death of Christ, 
than the year of the two Gemini, except in the Greek writer 
Epiphanius.” Thus Victorius, both in the beginning of his 

‘ Canon and in the Prologue, names the same consuls, only, being 
misled by the Fasti, he throws it back to the year 28=a.m. 5229 
of his reckoning. 

§ 80. The following dates are defined otherwise than by 
consular years, a mode of reckoning little used by the Greeks. 

(1.) 8. Clement of Alexandria, Strom. i. § 145. ᾿Εγεννήθη 
δὲ ὁ Κύριος ἡμῶν τῷ ὀγδόῳ καὶ εἰκοστῷ ἔτει ὅτε πρῶτον 
ἐκέλευσαν ἀπογραφὰς “γενέσθαι ἐπὶ Αὐγούστον. ὅτι δὲ τοῦτ᾽ 
ἀληθές ἐστιν ἐν τῷ εὐαγγελίῳ τῷ κατὰ Λουκᾶν γέγραπται 
οὕτως" Ere: δὲ πεντεκαιδεκάτῳ κ. τ. λ. (iii 1.). καὶ πά- 
λιν ἂν τῷ αὐτῷ" ἦν δὲ Ἰησοῦς ἐρχόμενος ἐπὶ τὸ βάτ- 
τισμα ὡς ἐτῶν Dr (ili. 28.). καὶ ὅτι ἐνιαυτὸν μόνον ἔδει 
αὐτὸν κηρῦξαι καὶ τοῦτο γέγραπται οὕτως" ἐνιαυτὸν δεκ- 
τὸν Κυρίου κηρῦξαι ἀπέστειλέν με. (Esai. Ixi. 1. Lue. 
iv. 19.) τοῦτο καὶ ὁ προφήτης εἶπεν καὶ τὸ εὐαγγέλιον. 
πεντεκαιδεκάτῳ οὖν ἔτει Τιβερίου καὶ πεντεκαιδεκάτῳ Auryou- 
στου, οὕτω πληροῦται τὰ τριάκοντα ETH ἕως οὗ ἔπαθεν. ἀφ᾽ 
οὗ δὲ ἔπαθεν ἕως τῆς καταστροφῆς ᾿Ιερουσαλὴμ γίνονται ὅτη 
μβ΄. μῆνες γ΄. καὶ ἀπὸ τῆς καταστροφῆς ᾿Ιερουσαλὴμ ἕως 
Κομόδον τελευτῆς ἔτη pn. μῆνες t. ἡμέραι y. It is mani- 
fest that he supposes our Saviour 30 years old at the Paasion 
(not at the Baptism), that of these 30 years, 15 were spent 
under the reign of Augustus, 15 under Tiberius; consequently 
that the Passion falls toward the close of the 15th year of 
Tiberius. This indicates the year 29. But his date of the 
destruction of Jerusalem is a year too late'.—In a subsequent 
section S. Clement thus reports the conflicting results which 


1 Since Commodus died 31 Dec. a.p. 192. (Dion. Cass. lxxii. 22.) the numeral 
ρκή, 128 years, is six years in error. 
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ἀκριβολογούμενοι τινες had obtained. ‘Some refer it (the 
Passion) to the sixteenth year of Tiberius, 25th Phamenoth, 
some to the 25th Pharmuthi, others to the 19th Pharmuthi*.” 

(2.) With respect to the interval of 42 years between the 
Passion and the destruction of Jerusalem, Clement is followed 
by Origen: ei δὲ θέλεις axove’ ἀπὸ te ὅτους Τιβερίου Kai- 
Gapos ἐπὶ τὴν κατασκαφὴν Tov ναοῦ τετταράκοντα καὶ δυὸ 
πεπλήρωται ἔτη. Hom. in Jor. xiv. and c. Cele. iv. 22. (Gres- 
well, ii. 613.). This is strictly correct, if the interval be mea- 
sured from the beginning of the 15th Tiberius = Aug. a.p. 28. 

(3.) Julius Africanus, quoted by S. Jerome, in Dan. ix. 
Macedones regnaverunt annis ccc, atque exinde usque ad annum 
xv Tiberit Casaris quando passus est Christus, numerantur anni 
LX. 

(4.) 5. Hippolytus Portuensis, in his Paschal Canon, 
marks the year 29, and the day Friday, 25 March, by a note, 
ΠΛΘΟΣ XPTOY, appended to the paschal date of that year 
of the cycle which corresponds to the year 29. (Infra, ᾧ 426). 

(5.) In the Computue Paschalis, ascribed to 8. Cyprian, 
(ᾧ 428.) the year is defined as the 16th of Tiberius, the day 
9th April. This should be the year 30. But the omission of 
two years in this writer's reckoning makes the year virtually 
A.D. 28. 

The variation between the years a.p. 29 and 30, or 15th 
and 16th Tiberius, may, perhaps, be due to a mistake on the 
part of the writers with respect to the epoch of the years of 
Tiberius. It was evident that the Lord’s ministry lasted one 
year at least, therefore, if it began in the 15th of Tiberius it 
should end in the 16th. Thus interpreted, the statement re- 
ported by S. Clement may agree with the established Latin 
tradition, and with his own opinion. 

(6.) Quintus Junius Hilario, de Mundi Durations, (Gres- 
well, i. 464.) counts from the consulate of Lucius Licinius Lu- 
cullus a.v. 603, to the 16th of Tiberius, 179 years. This 
places the passion v.c. 782, which is in fact the year of the 
two Gemini, but is divided between the fifteenth and sixteenth 
years of Tiberius : it is plain, then, that he identifies the stz- 
teenth with the year of the Gemini. Again: from the Passion, 


2 Infra. §83, note; and ὁ 434. 
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which he dates ix Kal. April, he reckons to the consulate of 
Cesario and Atticus 369 years. This gives for the Passion 
a.D, 28, and the error is precisely the same as that which we 
have noticed in the Computus Paschalis, 

§ 81. Those writers who assign later dates generally 
state as their reason for so doing the three passovers mentioned 
by S. John. 

Apollinarius of Laodicea (in 8. Jerome, Comm. Dan. 1x.) 
xxx. anno at, juzta Lucam, caepit Dominus evangelium preedicare, 
δέ juata Johannem per tria paschata duos postea wmplevit annos. 
Eainde Tiberit sex supputantur anni. The year thus marked is 
A.D. 31. 

S. Jerome: Comm. in δαὶ. ix. Scriptum est in Evangelio 
secundum Joannem per tria pascha Dominum venisse in Jorusa- 
lem, quce duos annos efficiunt. This father elsewhere identifies 
the 14th of Nero a.p. 68 with the 37th after the Passion, and 
the 7th of Nero with the 30th: (Greswell, i. 463): this makes 
his date v.c. 784, a.p. 31. 

Eusebius, likewise appealing to S. John, estimates the 
Lord’s ministry at 34 years. Dem. Ee. vi. 400: so Theodoret 
in Dan. ix. The object here was to make the term of the 
Lord’s ministry identical with the half-week in Daniel’s pro- 
phecy of the seventy weeks. Eusebius’s date is Ol. 202. 4, 
A.D. 88, to which he was the more inclined ““ 88 in Phlegon of 
Tralles, a chronographer of the second century, and in other 
writers, he found the mention, in Ol. 202, of a great eclipse of 
the sun, accompanied by an earthquake, which he conceived 
must be the same with the darkness and earthquake of the 
Passion. He did not consider that the Jews celebrate their 
passover only at the full of the moon, and that an astro- 
nomical eclipse can happen only at the time of new moon.” 
(Ideler ui. 418.) ' " 

“«Η, Epiphanius’s date for the Nativity is Jan. 6, in the 
42nd of Augustus Β.ο. 2, and in the 33rd [as he supposes] of 
Herod:...for the Baptism, 8 Nov. a.p. 28: for the Passion, 
20 March, a.p. 31. The age of our Lord at His Baptism, he 


1 S¢ 4. Wurm has cleared up this point | siderable solar eclipse visible in Western 
by help of calculation, and has found | Asia, namely that of 29 Nov. u.c. 
that in ΟἹ. 202. there was only one con- | 782=29, a.v.”’ Jd. note. 
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supposes to be 29 years and 10 months exactly: His age at the 
Passion, 32 years 74 days: and the precise length of His 
ministry from the Baptism to the Crucifixion, 2 years 134 days.” 
(Greswell, App. p. 87.) 

§ 82. The opinions, then, of the early christian writers 
may be thus summed up. 

(1.) There is a very ancient tradition, followed very 
generally by the Latin Fathers in particular, which assigns 
as the year of the Passion the 15th of Tiberius in the consulate 
of the two Gemini, or a.p. 29. 


(2.) At a later period, some seem to have supposed that 


the ministry of the Lord beginning in the 15th of Tiberius, the 
Passion must be referred to the 16th, a.p. 30. 

(3.) Others again, identifying the years of Tiberius with 
consular years, were led to designate a.p. 29 (Passover) as the 
16th Tiberius. 

(4.) Others, finding three passovers noted in the text of 
S. John’s Gospel, found it necessary to measure two years at 
least from the first of those passovers to the Crucifixion. 

And lastly, others, comparatively late writers, were led by 
their own interpretation of Daniel's prophecy to assign a term 
of 8} years, measured from some point in the 15th of Tiberius 
so as to end at a.p. 33. 

§ 83. Now we have seen that the year 29 is the only 
year between 28 and 33 which fully satisfies the astronomical 
condition that the 14th Nisan shall coincide with a Friday. 
And this ts the very year assigned by the almost untform tradition 
of the Latin church, tf not of the Alexandrine also. Is it at all 
incredible (as Sanclemente suggests) that the true date of the 
year became known in the West by means of Pontius Pilate, 
who, as we have seen, returned to Rome in the death-year of 
Tiberius! or, through the apostles Peter and Paul, who suffered 
martyrdom at Rome !?—or, is it anywise improbable that the 
latin Christians may have derived their knowledge of the true 
date from those Acta Pilati, to which we find Christians so con- 
fidently appealing in very early times? Thus S. Justin Martyr, 
addressing the emperor, says: καὶ ταῦτα ὅτι γόγονε ὃύ- 
νασθε μαθεῖν ἐκ τῶν ἐπὶ Ποντίον Πιλάτον “γενομένων “Ax- 
των. (Apol. 1. 56. see also § 71.) And Tertullian in his 
Apologeticus 1. 6. Ha omnia super Christo Pilatus, σὲ ipse jam 
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pro sua conscentia Christianus Caesar, tunc Tiberio, renunciavit. 
That these Acta, or the writing regarded as such, noted the 
very day of this great event, we know from the statement of 
Epiphanius, though that writer disparages the authority of the 
document. The passage is remarkably apposite to our purpose, 
and shall be given in the writer’s own words. Har. i. 420: 
Aro τῶν Ἄκτων δῆθεν Πιλάτου αὐχοῦσι τὴν ἀκρίβειαν evpn- 
κέναι, ἐν οἷς ἐμφέρεται τῇ πρὸ ὀκτὼ καλ. ἀπριλλ. τὸν 
Σωτήρα πεπονθέναι. This is the 25th March, the date as- 
' signed by Tertullian, Hippolytus, Lactantins, S. Augustin. 
Now observe what follows : --- -ἔτι δὲ εὕρομεν ἀντίγραφα 
ἐκ τῶν Πιλάτου, ἐν οἷς σημαίνει πρὸ δεκαπέντε Καλ. 
Axp. τὸ πάθος γεγενῆσθαι. That is, there were copies 
of the Acta Pilati in Epiphanius’s time in which the date 
given was 15 Tiberius 15 Kal. Apr. = 18th March, a. p. 29 :-— 
the very day which was urged upon us by the astronomical element 
of the question. 

Nor is it difficult to explain the origin of the other date, 
25 March. Before the council of Nice, that day was supposed 
to be still, as at the Julian reformation, the day of the vernal 
equinox. On that same day, as it was supposed, the Incarna- 
tion of the Eternal Word commenced, that is to say, nine 
months before the received date of the Nativity, 25 Dec. This 
day therefore seemed to have a peculiar fitness, which in fact 
is often dwelt upon by S. Augustin' and others. Hence the 
addition of one week to the true date may easily be accounted 
for. But this is not all. Huippolytus (4. p. 222) was led to 
this date by his own paschal cycle, which marked the year 29 
as one in which the 14th of the moon fell on a Friday. It so 
happens that his cycle, a double octéeteris, is in error, and the 
amount of error accumulated in 192 years amounts to just seven 
days*. That is, in the year 221 a.p., the year preceding the 
commencement of his canon, the 14th of the paschal moon did 
fall, as he from actual observation states that it did, on the 


1 8. Augustin. de Trin.iv.9. Quest. | solstice, after which the days begin to 
in Exod. 90.—The same Father repeat- | lengthen. Opp. iv. 2123. A. νυ. 1284. Ὁ. 
edly comments on the fitness of the 25th | Serm. 186—194. 

Dec. to be the day of the Nativity, 3 Infra, Institutes of Chron. § 426. 
namely, as being the day of the winter 
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25th March. He assumed that at the end of every term of 
sixteen years, reckoned either way, from that year, the same 
concurrence must take place, and therefore that the date was 
the same in the year Δ. ἢ. 29 which precedes a.p. 221 by 12 
times 16, or 192 years. But the fact is, that eight Julian years 
fall short of 99 mean lunations by rather more than a day and 
a half, consequently the error accumulated in 24 x 8 years 
amounts to about 37 days, between which and one lunation there 
is a difference of 7 days, just the same difference, and in the same 
direction, as between the 18th March, the true paschal date, 
and the 25th, erroneously indicated by the cycle’. 
§ 84. In conclusion, I observe, that the period which 

S. Epiphanius assigns to our Lord’s life on earth is very nearly 
the same as that which results from the conclusion at which we 
have arrived. From the 8th December s.c. 5., our approx- 
imate date of the Nativity, to the 18th March a.p. 29, are 32 
years 100 days. Epiphanius gives 32 years 74 days. Again: 
Epiphanius places the Nativity in the 33rd year of Herod, 
which he erroneously identifies with the 42nd of Augustus. The 
33rd year of Herod began 1 Nisan p.c. 5. Epiphanius’s year- 
date of the Nativity is, therefore, virtually the same as ours, 
and the day is only a month later Consequently, his year of 
the Passion is virtually the same as ours: a.p. 29, and the 
day (13 kal. Apr.) only two days later. He was misled by the 
Fast Consulares, or mistook their meaning: for he gives the 
consular years thus :— 

Coss. Duobus Geminis. 

Coss. Rufo et Rubellione. 

Coss. Vinicio et Longino Cassio. 
But in fact the two Gemini are the same individuals as Ru- 
fus and Rubellio. He had heard that the two Gemini were 


8 In the same way, I doubt not, those 
*‘ over-curious’’ calculators of whom 8. 
Clement of Alexandria speaks, obtained 
their dates. They used the cycle of 84 
years, which being composed of a Callip- 
pic period (76 years) and an Octieteris 
is in error by about a day and a half in 
defect. The calculation probably started 
from the end of two such cycles, i.e. 


A.D. 20+2 x 84=197 a.D., and conse- 
quently would give as the day of pas- 
chal full moon in a.p. 29 either 21 
Mar. or 20 April, 3 days later than the 
truth. Thus the statement of 8. Clem- 
ent attests the year a.p. 29. That nei- 
ther day of that year fell on a Friday 
did not occur to the calculators as any 
objection to their result. 
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consuls in the 15th of Tiberius, and therefore wholly identifies 
that year with the consular year; then, by mistake, he assigns 
a Rufus and Rubellio as the consuls of the 16th Tiberius, a. Ὁ. 
29, and gives, rightly, Vinicius and Cassius as those of the 
year 30, in which year, as being two years from the year of 
the Baptism, he conceived himself obliged by the mention of 
three passovers in S. John to place the Crucifixion'. 


Corottary.—On the duration of our Lords Ministry, from 
the Baptism to the Passion. 


§ 85. It appears from the preceding argument; that the 
date of the Crucifixion can be no other than the passover of 
a.p. 29, or 15th Tiberius, which is the very date (as to the 
year) assigned by the constant tradition of the Latin Church, 
and (in year and day) by the Acta Pilati, as reported by 
S. Epiphanius. ᾿ 

Our conclusion, however, seems to have landed us in a diffi- 
culty of no slight moment. For S. Luke says in the beginning 
of his history of our Lord’s ministry, ev ἔτει δὲ πεντεκαιδεκάτῳ 
τῆς ἡγεμονίας Τιβερίον Καίσαρος x. τ. d.....€ryeveTo ῥῆμα 
Θεοῦ ἐπὶ ᾿Ιωάννην τὸν Ζαχαρίου υἱὸν ev τῇ ἐρήμῳ. This 15th 
year of Tiberius, according to the Roman reckoning, began 19 
August a. p. 28, whence to the date, as above given, of the Cruci- 
fixion are but seven calendar months. It is obviously impossible 
that the ministry of John the Baptist should have begun so short 
a time before the Crucifixion, for S. John mentions at least one 
passover after our Lord’s Baptism besides the passover of the 
Crucifixion : it follows therefore that the Baptism did not take 
place, nor John’s ministry commence, in the 15th Tiberius, ac- 
cording to the strict Roman reckoning. And the difficulty is 


1 Eusebius, H.£. ii. 5, regards the 
calamities which came upon the Jews 
through the hostility of Sejanus as a 
judicial infliction τῶν xara τοῦ Χριστοῦ 
τετολμημένων ἕνεκεν. Now the date of 
Sejanus’s overthrow is 18 Oct. a.p. 8]. 
This opinion, as Mr. Greswell has shown, 
( Diss. i. 445. Ed. 2.) implies at least as 
early a date ay a.D. 30.—Again: the 


well-known story of Tiberius’s proposi-. ο 


tion to the Senate for the worship of 
Christ, as understood by the ancients, im- 
plies the same thing. For it is said to 
have failed, pracipue cum et Sejanus, 
prafectus Tiberii, suscipiende religions 
obstinatissime contradiceret. Orosius, 
Hist, vii. 4. (Greswell, ib. 444.) 
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aggravated by the fact that we read of to passovers between Ὁ 
the Baptism and the Crucifixion, S. John ii. 13. vi. 4. At 
this rate, the Baptism must have preceded the Crucifixion by 
two years at least, which would place the beginning of the 
Baptist’s ministry” in the 13th of Tiberius at latest. 

§ 86. How is this difficulty to be disposed of ?—I answer, 
“ἢ the first place, that those of the ancients who assign the 
Passion to the 15th year of Tiberius, must have been as fully 
aware of the difficulty, if it existed, as we can be. Yet they 
leave it unnoticed.—Secondly, that the same Fathers concur in 
assigning to the ministry of our Lord after His Baptism a term 
of little more than one year". 

(1). S. Clem. Alex. Strom. i, 21. § 145. Ρ. 147. Sylb. 
καὶ ὅ ort ἐνιαυτὸν μόνον ἔδει αὐτὸν κηρῦξαι, καὶ τοῦτο yeypan- 
ται ovtws' ᾿Ἐνιαυτὸν δεκτὸν Kupiov κηρῦξαι ἀπέστειλέν με. 
(See above ᾧ 80. Comp. vi. 11. ᾧ 87. p. 279, τριακόστῳ μὲν 
ἐκήρυξεν ὁ Κύριος ἔτει). 

(2.) Origen de Principiis iv. 5. ἐνιαυτὸν “γάρ που καὶ 
ὀλίγους μῆνας ἐδίδαξεν. Hom. in Levit. ix. p. 351 (ed. Lomm.) 
Si ergo constderem pontificem meum Dominum Jesum Christum, 
quomodo in carne quidem positus per totum annum erat cum 
populo, annum illum de quo tpse dwit, Evangelizare pauperibus 
misit me, et vocare annum Domini acceptum et diem remissions: 
adverte quomodo semel in anno isto, in die repropitiationss intrat 
am sancta sanctorum, h.e. quum impleta dispensatione ponetrat 
celos et intrat ad Patrem, &e.—Hom. in Luc. xxxil. p. 208. 
Preedicare annum: Domini acceptum: Justa simplicom intel- 
ligentiam aiunt wno anno Salvatorem in Judea Evangelium 
proedicasse, et hoc esse quod dicitur: predicare &c. Yet the 
same author, in the Comm. im S. Matt. t. 40, says: Circa xl 
annum a xv Tiberit Casaris facta est destructio Jerusalem, δὲ 
templi quod fuit in ea. Deduc ergo preedicationis Domini fere 
annos tres, δέ tempus resurrectionis ipsius, quando per dies xl 
apparens illis docebat eos de regno Dei, ot invenies forsitan plus 
minus: quoniam circa dimidium septimane (by “week” he means 
seventy years) computans per decadas annorum, est completwm 
quod dictum est : tolletur sacrificium, &c. 


! Hae omnium vetustissima est opinio, says Scaliger, Emend. Temp. Ὁ. 562, who 
rejects it however. 
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It seems here at first sight as if Origen, contrary to his 
former opinion, (which, however, is attested by S. Pamphilus, 
Apolog. pro Origene, Routh. Rell. Sacc. iv.314,) meant to assign 
a term of about three years to the preaching of our Lord. 
And to the same effect is a passage in his work against 
Celsus, ii. 12. ‘ Aristotle is said to have companied with Plato 
twenty years,....0 δὲ ‘lovdas παρὰ τῷ ᾿[ησοῦ οὐδὲ τρία - 
διέτριψεν ἔτη." But, I suspect Origen here means something 
else, and perhaps is quite consistent with himself. He er- 
roneously places the destruction of Jerusalem 40 years after the 
15th of Tiberius. His date of that event is therefore, in this 
statement, a.p. 68. From this he requires us to deduct 35 
years, for the half week: so we arrive at a.p. 33. Allow 3} 
years for the pradicatto Domini after the Resurrection: we 
arrive at a.p. 29. That is to say, he seems to extend the pra- 
dicatio Domini in ἃ certain sense to between three and four years 
after the Resurrection, and then reckons 3} decads of years as 
the half week of Daniel, between the mystical ‘building up of 
the street and the wall,” (reversus est Christus, αἱ wdificavit 
plateam in qua sapiontia fiducialiter agit, σὲ murum in cujus 
fastigio predicatur) and the judgment on Jerusalem. The 
expression tempus resurrectionis ipsius quando per dies al. (or 
ἡμερῶν τεσσαράκοντα) apparens ilis docebat 808 de regno Dei, 
seems to me to bear a different sense from that which at first 
sight appears. This conjecture was suggested to my mind by a 
remarkable passage of Eusebius, Dem. Ho. vil. 400. B. “The 
whole term of our Lord’s teaching and miracles is set down at 
34 years, which is half a week....ci9 dv οὖν ἑβδομὰς ἐτῶν μία 
ὁ πᾶς χρόνος τῆς μετὰ τῶν ἀποστόλων αὐτοῦ συνδιατριβῆς, 
ὅ τα πρὸ τοῦ πάθους καὶ ὁ μετὰ τὴν ἐκ νεκρῶν ἀνάστασιν 
αὐτοῦ. Πρὸ μὲν γὰρ τοῦ παθοὺς ἐπὶ τρία καὶ ἥμισυ ἔτη 
τοῖς πάσιν ἑαντὸν παρέχων, μαθηταῖς ἦε καὶ τοῖς “μὴ Tot- 
οὕτοις, ἀναγέγραπται. oe μετὰ δὲ τὴν ἐκ ,“γεκρῶν ἀνάστα- 
σιν, TOV ἴσον, ὡς εἰκὸς, τῶν ἐτῶν χρόνον τοῖς ἑαυτοῦ 
μαθηταῖς καὶ ἀποστόλοις συνῆν δ ἡμερῶν τεσσαρά- 
κοντα ὀπτανόμενος αὐτοῖς καὶ συναλιζόμονον, καὶ λέ- 
γων τὰ περὶ τῆς βασιλέιας τοὺ Θεοῦ, ὡς γοῦν αἱ 
πράξεις τῶν ἀποστόλων περιέχουσιν." He evidently means 
to say that for 3} years after the Resurrection, the Lord shewed 
Himself from time to time to His Apostles. (Did he under- 
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stand δι ἡμερῶν τεσσαράκοντα to mean, “at intervals of 
40 days'?”) 

It may also be remarked that Theodoret has something to 
the same effect, so far as relates to a marked period of 3} years 
after the Resurrection. For this is the term which he reckons 
from the Crucifixion to the martyrdom of S. Stephen, “ after 
which the Apostles ceased to preach exclusively to the Jews, 
and began to preach to the rest of the world.” (Greswell, 
App. p. 86.) For these reasons I hesitate to adopt Mr. Gres- 
well’s inference, (i. 458, Ed. 2.) that Origen, at a later period, 
rejected the opinion which he had formerly maintained with 
respect to the duration of our Lord’s ministry. 

(8) Tertullian, Julius Africanus, Hippolytus, Lactantius, 
the Computus Paschalis, Augustin, in short, all those writers who 
assign the Crucifixion to either of the years 29, 30, xv—xvi 
Tiberius, must of necessity have supposed that from the Baptism 
to the Passion was but one year, or little more. It is needless, 
therefore, to search their writings for express testimonies to 
this effect. Of Tertullian, however, it is to be remarked, that 
in his work against Marcion he dates the commencement of the 
Gospel from the 12th year of Tiberius, (a.p. 25) Dominus a 
xu. Ttberts revelatue—that is, I suppose, he believed that the 
ministry of John the Baptist commenced in the autumn of 
A.D. 25, or δὲ years, the half-week of Daniel, before the 
Crucifixion. 

(4.) Archelaus in the Dialogue with Manes (Routh, 
Rell. Sacc. iv. 218.) nec im aliquo remoratus Dominus noster 
Jesus intra unius anni spatium lanquentium multitudines reddidit 
samitats, mortuos luct. 

ᾧ 87. On the other side, however, are some very early 
testimonies, or what seem to be such. Melito, bishop of Sardis, 
in the reign of M. Aurelius Antoninus Verus, (161—180 a.p., 


1 In the Athiopie text of the Ascensio 1 the term of 18 months to the same period. 


S. Iren. Her. i. 1. δ. and i. 34 ad fin. 


Esaia, which seems to belong to the 
Gnostic apocryphal literature of the se- 
eond or third century, Christ’s sojourn on 
earth between the Resurrection and the 
Ascension is given as 545 days ; evidently 
meaning a year and a half (365 + 190). 
The Valentinians and Ophites assigned 


Probably these heretics wanted to make 
out a period of 87 6™ in all, and gave 27 
to the ministry before the Passion, or 
perhaps ly to 8. John’s, and 17 to that of 
Christ. 
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a contemporary therefore of S. Polycarp) in a fragment edited 
by Routh, Rell. Sacc. 1. 115.) has these words; ‘‘His Godhead 
He evinced by His miracles, ev TH τριετίᾳ TH μετὰ To Ban- 
τισμα, and His manhood ev τοῖς τρίακοντα χρόνοις τοῖς πρὸ 
τοῦ βαπτίσματος." On which passage I remark, that this 
writer makes the whole life of our Lord on earth 33 years: 
which I take to be a vestige of an ancient tradition founded on 
the fact, that from the Incarnation, ¢. 6. from the Annunciation, 
to the Passion were precisely 33 years. But, after the remark 
which has been made on the passage from Origen, it is not 80 
clear to me that he makes the Passion the terminus ad quem of 
the 33 years, and by consequence assigns three years to the 
ministry of our Saviour. 

The passage from the interpolated epistle of Ignatius, 
- ‘Trallian. x, quoted by Mr. Greswell (i. 451, Ed. 2.) is notori- 
ously spurious, and comes from the pen of a writer who lived 
certainly not earlier than the fourth century. We have the 
original text, and its old Latin version, and this passage is in 
neither’. 

§ 88. The testimony of S. Irenseus, adv. Harr. ii. 39. p. 191, 
is important on more than one account, and therefore shall be 
given fully. The Valentinians, it seems, put a mystical sense, 
connected with their heresy, upon the fact assumed by them 
that our Lord was just 30 years old when He was baptized, 


' The entire chapter in the genuine 
epistle consists of about four lines, which 
the interpolator has spun out to some 
fifty. In the genuine text there is not one 
word about the time of Christ’s ministry ; 
the interpolator, agreeably with the re- 
ceived notion of his age, makes Ignatius 
say concerning Christ, καὶ τρεῖς δεκάδας 
éray πολιτευσάμενος, ἐβαπτίσθη ὑπὸ 
Ἰωάννου ἀληθῶς καὶ οὐ δοκήσει καὶ 
τρεῖς ἐνιαντοὺς κηρύξας τὸ εὐαγγέλιον 
καὶ ποιήσας σημεῖα καὶ τέρατα, ὑπὸ 
τῶν Ψευδοϊουδαίων και II. Πιλατου, &c. 
This Mr. Greawell considers “(8 noble 
testimony,”’ adding : “ ἐξ has been usual 
to consider it an interpolation ; but whe- 
ther on sufficient grounds I am not pre- 
pared to say.’ Surely this learned writer 
must be aware of the grounds on which 


it has been not “usually,”” but since the 
days of Ussher and Isaac Vossius, uni- 
versally held by all scholars, that the 
shorter text of the Ignatian Epistles is 
the original, and the longer text of the 
old vulgate unquestionably the fabrica- 
tion of a much laterhand. And whereas 
he adds: ‘Its spirit and design, as taken 
in connexion with the context, are en- 
tirely in unison with the tenor of nume- 
rous other passages in the same epistles 
of Ignatius acknowledged to be genuine, 
and levelled in common against the va- 
rious forms of ancient heresy, &c.,"’ of 
course they are, for the fabricator did not 
invent, but amplify. In this way one 
might argue that Doddridge’s paraphrase 
might claim to be considered as the ori- 
ginal text of the New Testament. 
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and that He preached just one year of 12 months, ‘the accept- 
able year of the Lord.” This Father, then, in refutation of 
this opinion, points out three passovers in S. John, between the 
Baptism and the Passion. These he enumerates thus: (1.) the 
passover before which the water was made wine (S. John ii. 
13.): (2.) post hac terwm secunda vice ascondit in diem festum 
pasche in Hurusalem, quando paralytium qui juxta natatoriam 
jacebat xxxvili annos curavit. That is, he asswmes the festival 
Jobn v. 1. to be a passover. (3.) The passover of the Cruci- 
fixion. Whence he infers: Tria hac paschatis tempora non sunt 
annus unus. Hence it follows, I think, incontestably, that 
S. Irenseus did not read the words ro πάσχα in S. John vi. 4. 
If he was so anxious to find a passover where none was (v. 1.), 
he was not likely to overlook ἃ passage where one was men- 
tioned, especially as he notices the contents of that very 
passage, δέ werum inde secedens trans mare Tiberiadis, ubi σέ 
quum multa turba eum futsset sequuta, de quinque panibus, &c.— 
It is remarkable, and a circumstance which may help us to 
estimate the degree of importance due to the statements of this 
ancient Father in matters of this kind, that in the sequel of 
this chapter he asserts, as a certain fact derived by tradition 
from Α΄. John, that our Lord was still teaching at the age 
of 40 or 50: quam (atatem) habens Dominus noster docebat 
sicut Evangelium [S. John viii. 372] δὲ ommes seniores testantur 
que in Asia apud Joannem discipulum Domini convenerunt, id 
tpsum tradidisse eis Joannem, qui viat ad Trajan tempora. 
Quidam autem corum non solum Joannem sed δ alios Apostolos 
viderunt, ct hac eadem ab ipsis audierunt, σὲ testantur de hujusmodt 
relatione. 

§ 89. Among later writers, we have seen, it is usual to 
assign a period of two, three, or three and a half years to our 
Saviour’s ministry, on the ground (1.) of three passovers men- 
tioned by S. John ii. vi. xii. (2.) of the half week in Daniel's 
prophecy. | 

With respect to the first of these grounds, for the other 
I shall not consider in this place, 1 affirm (1.) that the reading 
of the text, John vi. 4, ἣν δὰ ἐγγὺς τὸ πάσχα ἡ ἑορτὴ τῶν 
᾿Ιουδαίων, though it is found, I believe, in all the MSS. and 
versions, could not have been found in the text of the two 
first centuries. Had it been there, S. Clement, Tertullian and 
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others, with these words before their eyes, could never have 
retained and handed down the positive statement that between 
the Baptism and the Passion only one year, 4.6. two passovers, 
intervened. Later writers, as Apollinarius and Eusebius and 
Chrysostom, found the words in their text, and felt themselves 
bound thereby to depart from the more ancient tradition. 

§ 90. (2.) It is certain that S. Irenseus did not read 
them in his copy: he is greatly concerned to make out a list 
of three passovers, and this he does by making the festival 
John v. 1. a passover; the festival in John vi. 4. he does not 
reckon as such. 

(3.) And certain it is too, that Origen was not aware of 
the existence of these two words. Unfortunately, indeed, that 
part of his commentary which relates to the text in question is 
lost. But in the comment on iv. 35, “ΞΔ. ye not there are 
yet four months, and then cometh the harvest ἢ he enables us 
to draw this inference with almost absolute certainty. He is 
contending that the Lord spake those words not at a time when 
it actually wanted four months to harvest: for, in that case, 
“the time must have been winter; but it was just after a 
passover, John 11. 13; for that the Lord did not tarry long at 
Enon baptising, follows from iv. 43, 45. And after this was 
a feast of the Jews, and Jesus went up to Jerusalem, v. i. ᾽Εὰν 
δὲ αὐτὴ (1. αὕτη or αὐτὴ) ἡ ἑορτὴ τοῦ πάσχα ἦν, οὐ προσ- 
κεῖται τὸ ὄνομα αὐτῆς᾽ στενοχωρεῖ τε τὸ ἀκόλουθον τῆς 
ἱστορίας, καὶ μάλιστα ἐπεὶ peT ὀλἔγα ἐπιφέρεται, ὅτι ἦν 
ἐγγὺς ἡ ἑορτὴ τῶν ᾿Ιουδαίων ἡ σκηνοπηγία. 4.6. “If this 
(John v. 1.) was the feast of the passover, its name is not given 
[as it surely would have been if the passover was meant], and 
the order of the history becomes embarrassed, especially as a 
little further on it comes to be said, ‘The feast of the Jews 
was near, namely the Scenopegia.”"” How could Origen have 
written thus if he had seen τὸ πάσχα at vi. 4? Origen, the 
father (as we say) of Biblical Criticism, to be guilty of such an 
oversight ! no one who is at all acquainted with the writings of 
this learned, accurate and acute-minded man, and especially with 
his Commentaries on S. John, will imagine this to be possible. 
But are we then to suppose that John vi. 4. was wholly wanting 
in Origen’s text, and that the passage cited is vil. 2? or, that 
instead of ἣν δὲ ἐγγὺς TO π. ἡ ἑορτὴ γῶν ᾿Ιουδαίων, he read, 
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nv δὲ ἐγγὺς ἡ ἑορτὴ τῶν ‘lovdaiwy, ἡ σκηνοπηγίαξ or 
lastly, that he read simply, ἦν δὲ eyryus ἡ ἑορτὴ τῶν ᾿Ιουδαίων, 
and that ἡ σκηνοπηγία is added by himself as his own expla- 
nation? The second or third of these suppositions seems to me 
more likely than the first, for the passage vii. 2. can hardly be 
said to come per ὀλέγα after v.i. With respect to the last 
supposition, it is to be observed that ἡ ἑορτή, standing by 
itself always denotes the feast of Tabernacles'. It is manifest 
from the passage above referred to, which is too long to be 
quoted at length in this place, that Origen understood by ἑορτή 
in chap. v. 1. the Pentecost: and this seems to have been the 
established interpretation in the Greek church : so Cyrill. Alex., 
Chrysostom, Theophylact, and Euthymius* understand it.— 
I am at a loss to conceive what circumstantial evidence upon 
8. critical question could be stronger than this. Accident has 
deprived us of Origen’s comment on the passage vi. 4, and of 
the positive evidence which that comment must have supplied 
on the one side or the other. But then we know in general, 
that Origen held the ministry of our Lord to have occupied not 
more than a year and some months, which is incompatible with 
the received text of John vi. 4.—and further, we have a long 
argument upon a collateral point in which the words τὸ πάσχα 
in that passage are entirely ignored by this early and most 
critical writer. 

§ 91. To the testimony of Irencus and Origen, I con- 
fidently add that of another learned doctor of the Alexandrine 
church. 8. Cyril, who has written an elaborate commentary 
on the Gospel of 5. John, as entirely ignores the words in 
question as either Irenseus or Origen. This will be manifest to 
any one who will attentively read that Father's comment on | 
John vi. 1. (lib. iti. c. 4. p. 268. Ed. Par. 1638.) He observes 
that wherever our Lord’s departures from Jerusalem are men- 
tioned a mystery is signified, viz. the withdrawal of his grace 


τ «©The only festival which in the Tal- _ and Petavius, the feast of Purim, a 
mudical language is ever called simply | month earlier. Bengel holds with the 
I} chag, ‘the feast,’ is the Scenope- | ancients, that it was Pentecost. Liicke, 
gia.”—Liicke Comm. in S. John. t. ii. | who sums up and criticises the different 
p. 8. views, leaves it doubtful whether it was 

5 Scaliger, Grotius, and Lightfoot | Passover or Purim. 
make it the second passover. Kepler 
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from the Jews and translation of it to the Gentiles. ‘“ After 
these things, &c: +. 6. after the matters related in chap. v., the 
healing of the impotent man on the Sabbath-day, the Lord’s 
expostulation with the Jews, their malice, their plotting to put 
Him to death—After these things done and said, the Lord 
departs from Jerusalem as of necessity, and since the Jews’ 
passover was near, He even crossed the lake of Tiberias. Now 
since we have said that the cause which chiefly urged Him to 
withdraw, and to a place so distant from Jerusalem, was the 
proximity of the passover, I think it right to shew that Jesus 
did exceedingly well in declining to be found in Jerusalem at 
that particular conjuncture. For the Law of Moses ordered 
the Jews from all the region round about to go up to Jeru- 
salem, [to keep the passover, one would expect from the preced- 
ing context: but no!|—there to keep that typical feast, the 
Scenopecia. And here the spiritual man will understand the 
gathering together in Christ of all the saints, when, even from 
the whole world, after the resurrection of the dead, they will 
come together into the city which is above, the heavenly Jeru- 
salem, there to offer thanks for the true Scenopegia, +.¢. for 
the compacting together and perpetuity of our bodies, when 
corruption is dissolved and death fallen into death. But with 
respect to the historical meaning of what is here said, the 
number of them that went up to Jerusalem [to this feast] was 
immense, and it is to be supposed that the Pharisees were well 
able to influence the multitude, if they would raise a clamour 
against any man as a transgressor of the law...This the Lord 
well knew, and therefore withdrew Himself with the disciples 
beyond the sea of Tiberias. He shunned the Jews because 
they sought to kill Him, as the evangelist declares (John vii. 1.) 
But perhaps some one will say, ‘I grant that He no longer 
walked in Judea that He might not undergo death before His 
hour, but that He avoided the feast also I do not yet per- 
ceive:’ [{.6. that you were right in alleging that ‘what chiefly 
urged Him to withdraw was the proximity of the feast’]. 
Observe then, that His brethren came to Him in Galilee saying, 
Depart hence, &c.; to whom He answers, ‘‘Go ye up to this 
feast; I go not up yet to this feast for my time is not yet 
fully come.” It is manifest therefore, that the Saviour departed 
from Jerusalem, not of His own accord, but to avoid per- 
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secution'."—-Here is plain proof that 8. Cyril did not read 
τὸ πάσχα in his copy of S. John. These words are twice 
inserted, indeed, in Cyril’s text, but by a later hand fetching 
them from the received text of John vi. 4. The interpolator 
did not heed that by this supposed correction he made his 
author write nonsense: “He avoided Jerusalem because the 
Passover was near; for vast numbers would be then gathered 
together at Jerusalem, for the law required all the Jews to 
go up to the feast of Tabernacles.” Nothing can be plainer 
than that for πάσχα in both places (ἐπέιπερ mv ἐγγὺς τὸ 7. 
and διὰ τό ἐγγὺς elvas τὸ 7.) we must replace 7 oxnvotnyia’. 
It follows too from the latter part of the preceding extract that 
S. Cyril makes the Scenopegia of vi. 4. the same feast with 
that of vii. 2. for he alleges the latter passage in proof of 
what he had said, that the Lord’s chief inducement to with- 
draw (vi. 1.) was the proximity of the feast described at vi. 4. 
Nor does anything occur in the remainder of the commentary 
on this and the following chapter, to shew that the writer 
had any doubt or misgiving on this point. He does not hint 
that there existed a different reading of the passage: to him 
the copry is the σκηνοπηγία : he assumes it as notorious and 
needing no discussion. Surely this must imply that he read 
in vi. 4. as in vii. 2. qv δὲ eyyus ἡ ἑορτὴ τῶν ᾿Ιουδαίων, ἡ 
σκηνοπηγία. This, then, is a most important testimony: for 
it must be considered that the copies which would be used by 


1 Μετὰ τοίνυν ταῦτα τὰ ποπραγμένα 
τα καὶ εἰρημένα ἀπανίσταται τῶν ‘lepo- 
σολύμων ὡς ἐξ ἀνάγκης ὁ Κύριος, καὶ 
ἐπείπερ ἦν ἐγγὺς τὸ πάσχα (1. ἡ σκη- 
νοπηγία) τῶν ᾿Ιουδαίων, ὡς ὀλέγον ἐν 
τοῖς ἐφεξῆς εὑρήσομεν καὶ αὐτιην διέ- 
wrevee τὴν Τιβεριάδος θάλασσαν. 'E- 
πειδὴ δὲ τὸ τί μάλιστα κατασοβῆσαν 
αὐτὸν καὶ μεταχωρεῖν ἀναπεπεικὸς εἰς 
ἑτέρους τε οἴχεσθαι τόπους καὶ τοσοῦ- 
τὸν τῆς ᾿ἱερουσαλὴμ ἀπεσχοινισμένους 
ἐκεῖνο δὴ μάλιστα ὑπάρχειν ἀρτίως εἰ- 
ρήκαμεν τὸ ἐγγὺς εἶναι τὸ Πάσχα (1. 
τὴν σκηνοπηγίαν) τῶν ᾿Ιουδαίων, δεικ- 
νύναι πρέπειν ὑπολαμβάνω καλῶς δὴ 
Alay τὸ ἐν Toit ἱεροσολύμοις εὑρίσκεσθαι 
κατ᾽ ἐκεῖνο καιροῦ παραιτησαμένον τὸν 


᾿Ιησοῦν. Οὐκοῦν νόμος ὁ διὰ Μ. ἀπὸ 
πασῆς τῆς περιοικίδος ἀνατρέχειν εἰς 
ἹΙεροσόλυμα ἐκέλευεν, ἐκεῖ τὴν ἐν τύπῳ 
τῆς σκηνοκηγίαο ἐπιτελέσοντας δορ- 
τήν. Καὶ νοήσει μὸν ἐντεῦθεν ὁ πνευμα- 
τικὸς τὴν ἁπάντων τῶν ἁγίων ἐπισυνα- 
γωγὴν εἰς Χριστὸν, κιτ΄.λ....... τὸ δὲ ὅσον 
εἰπεῖν els τὸ ἐκ τῆς ἱστορίας γίνεσθαι 
πεφυκὸς, K.T.A. 

3 T suspect that the vicious alteration 
of Cyril's text is due to no very early 
hand. Barradius, in his Commentary on 
the Gospels, notes simply that Cyril read 
ἡ oxnvornyla in John vi. 4. Were the 
alterations made by the Paris editors of 
16382 Having access to no other edition 
but that, I cannot answer the question. 
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the bishop of Alexandria were those which had been collected 
and collated by Origen. 

§ 92. Ido not find that these testimonies have been con- 
sidered by the critical editors and commentators of the New 
Testament. Scholze notes the variations as follows: ‘ Chry- 
sostom omits ἡ eopry once: 87. 96. 97. al. and Syr. Peschito 
have τὸ πάσχα τῆς ἑορτῆς τ. ᾽Ϊ.: Syr. Pers. Ar. p. Erpen. 
Eth. ἡ ἑορτὴ τοῦ «ἀσχα." The interpolation is doubtless 
ancient, older in fact than the versions, and generally received: 
when these were made. But consider the words themselves as 
they now stand. Suppose 8S. John wrote ἦν δὲ ἐγγὺς τὸ 
πάσχα, OF τὸ π. τῶν lovdatwy: what need was there to add 
ἑορτή here any more than in ii. 13, xi. 55, τὸ π. +.'1.? at 
most he might have said ro π., ἑορτὴ το]. (“a feast”) or ἡ 
ἑορτὴ Tov πάσχα as at xiii. 1. Luke ii. 41, but τὸ 7. H 
ἑορτὴ τ. I. is, I believe, unexampled', and for this plain 
reason, because the passover is not ‘‘the feast of the Jews” 
κατ᾽ ἐξοχήν : the preeminence implied in that expression be- 
longs to the feast of Tabernacles. And, I think, the variations 
above noted may all be referred to a feeling of the impropriety 
of the text as it now stands: thus some MSS. and the Peschito 
read τὸ πάσχα τῆς ἑορτῆς τ᾿ ‘1. “the passover-day of the feast 
(of Azyma), other versions ἡ ἑορτὴ τοῦ 7. τ΄ 1. “the pass- 
over-feast of the Jews.” 

§ 93. Now the passage before cited from S. Ireneus sug- 
gests a critical probability with respect to the inducement which 
led to the interpolation of the words τὸ πάσχα. Irenseus, in 
his eagerness to refute the particular tenet which the Valen- 
tinians sought to connect with the chronology, made out a list 
of three passovers, with the help of an assumption, which Origen 
has condemned on good and sufficient grounds, and which does 
not seem to have been adopted by other interpreters until a 
later time, when it was sought to make out a period of 
34 years for our Lord’s ministry. I suppose then, that the 
interpolation was made with a view to that particular con- 


' The only passage at all resembiing | the passover, while the feast was proceed- 
it in the N.T., Joh. ii. 23. ἐν τῷ πάσχα | ing:’’ so Meyer ad 1. wahrend der Pas- 
ἐν τῇ ἑορτῇ, (where Lachmann ought | sahzeit anf dem Feste (in der Festfeier 
not to have bracketted ἐν) means ‘during | begriffen). 
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troversy which Irenzeus, it was felt, had not sufficiently settled : 
ὦ. 6. it might be urged against the Gnostics that our Lord’s 
ministry certainly occupied two years at least, inasmuch as 
ἡ ἑορτὴ τῶν ᾿Ιονδαίων vi. 4, must needs be τὸ πάσχα: hence 
these words, inserted first as a marginal gloss, might ultimately 
find their way into the text. 

§ 94. If it be asked, Why was this notice of the proximity 
of the feast (of Tabernacles) inserted by 8S. John? one answer 
at least, is obvious: the whole of S. John’s narrative is grouped 
round the Jewish festivals. This is the plan on which his 
gospel is framed. Therefore, when he proceeds to narrate the 
miracle of the feeding of the five thousand, he deems it ne- 
cessary, it may be, to call attention to the fact that this 
miracle, like that of the water turned into wine, and that of the 
raising of Lazarus, occurred not long before a festival and a 
visit to Jerusalem’. 

And this leads to a further argument : 

(5.) If we examine the order of the festivals noted by 
S. John, omitting the words τὸ πάσχα, we shall see that these 
festivals form just one complete cycle. Namely, 


τὸ πάσχα, ii. 18. Passover. 

ἑορτὴ τῶν ᾿Ιουδαίων, v. 1. Pentecost. 

ee ‘oa? , ° 

ἡ ἑορτή τῶν Ἰουδαίων, vi 4. ᾿ | Tabernacles, 
ἡ ἑορτὴ τῶν lovdaiwy ἡ σκηνοπηγία; Vii. 2. 

τὰ ἐγκαίνια, X. 22, Dedication. 

τὸ πάσχα. Passover of the Crucifixion. 


Lastly: if we accept this view, it becomes comparatively 
easy to construct a Harmony of the four Gospels :—we can 
also fill up the whole time, with the events recorded; we are 
not obliged to leave intervals of several months in the time 
of our Lord’s Ministry unaccounted for. This part of my 
subject will be best considered in a separate chapter, when we 
shall have placed the results of this discussion beyond all dis- 
pute by arguments which cannot be noticed in this place. 

§ 95. To sum up this portion of the argument :—It 
being proved that the year of the Passion could be no other 


4 Or it may be, that the mention of | explain the fact of the great multitudes 
the feast being near at hand, is meant to | which were then gathered together.: 
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than the year 29 s.c., which is the year designated by the oldest 
tradition,—and proved, that the first Passover was that of 
the year 28, it follows that the Lord's ministry lasted little 
more than one year ;—wwhich the ancients assert, or assume to have 
been the case. And this conclusion is not, as the later Fathers 
maintain, inconsistent with the notes of time contained in 
S. John’s Gospel: for the note on which all depends is shown 
to be an interpolation by external as well as internal evi- 
dence. 

And now the question proposed for discussion at the head 
of this section, is divested of much, if not all, of the difficulty 
which semed to beset it. We need not hesitate to adopt, in a 
modified form, the explanation given by Sanclemente, namely, 
that the heading of S. Luke’s third chapter contains the date, 
not of the mission of S. John the Baptist, but of the year of our 
Lord's Ministry, especially in reference to the great events with 
which it closed. As one half at least of the year belonged to 
the 15th of Tiberius, and nearly the whole of it if S. Luke 
followed the Jewish usage, and entirely the whole if he sim- 
ply identified the imperial with the consular year beginning 
1 January, he designates the year accordingly, as the 15th of 
Tiberius. It is not clear to me whether we ought to omit de 
(as in some copies), and besides place a full stop before 
"Eyevero. But, even if we do not, the sense is the same as 
if it had been more punctiliously expressed in this fashion, ‘ In 
the 15th of Tiberius, &c....the word of the Lord having come 
to John ὑπ Baptist, &c....Jesus himself was baptized. But 
Herod shut up John in prison, and from that time Jesus began 
to preach, &c.'” 


1 Sanclemente (as I learn from Ideler, 
Handbuch ii. 419) explains the difficulty 
thus :—“ The note of time, Luke iii. 1. 
relates not to the Call of John the Bap- 
tist, but (as Tertullian, Clement, Lac- 
tantius, and Julius Africanus must have 
understood it) to Christ’s sufferings and 
death. S. Luke, like the two first evan- 
gelists, gives the history only of the last 
year of Christ, from the time of the im- 
prisonment and execution of John the 
Baptist, (comp. Euseb. H. E. iii. 24.) 
What he premises is merely a summary 


account concerning John, from the be- 
ginning of his ministry to his execution, 
the latter is properly the terminus a 
guo with which he begins his narrative, 
and to which that note of time must be 
referred. What Sanclemente advances, 
in proof of this view, concerning the se- 
veral chronological characters assigned 
by S. Luke, and especially the highpriest- 
hood of Caiaphas, 1 must omit for the 
sake of brevity.”’ Sanclemente does not 
assign the baptism of our Saviour to 
A.D. 28. and he recognizes at least three 
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NOTE. 


Since the completion of the present work, I have met with Mann’s 
Eesay “de veris annis D.N. Jesu Christi natali et emortuali,” (London 
1752.) 1 was aware that this learned writer had contended for the ancient 
opinion concerning the duration of our Lord’s Ministry, but I had no know- 
ledge of the particular line of argument taken by him. His results are: 
that our Lord was born in the course of the year 3.0. 7, baptized a. p. 25, 
erucified Friday 22nd March, a.p. 26. The following is an outline of the 
course of his argument : 

The annus natalis, is thus deduced:—Herod died s.c. 4. and the 
birth of Christ preceded that event by two or three years. The grounds 
of this assertion are: (1.) the arrival of the Magi; which cannot be placed 
immediately before or soon after the Purification: (2.) the return of the 
Holy Family to Nazareth after the Purification, and thence again to Beth- 
lehem before the arrival of the Magi; for this he takes to be the only 
possible way of reconciling 8. Luke with S. Matthew: (3.) the ancient 
tradition, that Jesus was two years in Egypt, coupled with the prophecy 
Isai. vii. 16: (4.) the time of the census, which he makes to be v.o. 747. 
5.0. 7: (5.) the general peace throughout the Roman Empire in that year, 
signified in the Angelic hymn, Peace on earth. 

The annus emortualis is defined (1.) by Daniel’s Prophecy: Mr. Mann 
places the Passion at the end of the 7 + 62 weeks = 483 years, which years he 
reekons from 458 8. c. Nisan: (2.) by the Lord's age at his Baptism, which 
preceded the Passion by not more than a year or 15 months: if He was born 
in the spring of Β. ο. 7, and baptized late in Α. ἢ. 24, or early in a. ἢ, 25, 
His age would be less than 31 years: (3.) by the dates in Luke iii. which 
(2 priori) must needs mean the year of the Lord’s Preaching and Passion: 
(4.) Christ preached but one year; this is to be proved (i.) by the saying, 
“the acceptable year of the Lord ;” (ii.) by the ancient tradition of the 
Charch ; (iii.) by the testimony of the three first gospels, which mention 
but two passovers ; (iv.) with which S. John agrees ; for c. vi. has been trans- 
posed out of its place, which should be before c.v., and the feast intended 
was the Pentecost: (5.) Christ cleansed the temple but once; namely, just 
before His Passion; the 46 years therefore of the building of Herod's 
temple expired at the time of the Passion. (6.) The 14 Nisan coincided 
with Friday only in a.p. 26 and a.p. 33. [He is mistaken in the latter 
date, and has overlooked the earlier possible date of the Passover in a.p. 
29.) (7.) The council of Cesarea a.p. 195 and S. Clem. Alex. testify the 
date 22nd March. (See ᾧ 80.) Of course, Mr. Mann takes the 15th of 
Tiberius to be reckoned from his participation in the empire, in the life 
of Augustus. 


passovers, that of John vi. 4. being one. | about it, if, together with the ancient date 
Hence, I suppose, few will be inclined to | of the Passion, he had affirmed the an- 
accept his explanation of Luke iii. 1. | cient belief concerning the duration of 
But there would be nothing paradoxical | our Lord’s Ministry. 


94 CHRONOLOGY OF THE GOSPEL HISTORY. [ cx. I. 8. ii. | 


It appears then that Mr. Mann’s processes and results differ materially 
from those which have been given in the present work. Especially, I 
would beg the reader to notice, that in this argument the duration of our 
Lord's Ministry supposed to be proved, is made one of the elements in the cal- 
culation of the year of the Passion ; in mine, it comes in as a corollary from 
the determination of the year, which rests on other grounds. The like 
difference obtains 8180 in the place which we severally assign to Daniel’s 
prophecy of the seventy weeks: Mr. Mann would deduce the date of the 
Passion from the Prophecy ; we have as yet taken no notice of the Pro- 
phecy, reserving it for a separate consideration when it will be shown 
how it is to be explained in connexion with our dates. Scripture chro- 
nologists are somehow especially prone to the error of attempting to prove 
a matter by considerations which, at most, agree with, or attest, or illus- 
trate the matter, when proved, but of themselves prove it not.—I would 
further request the reader to notice the violent hypothesis to which the 
writer has recourse in respect of the arrangement of 8. John’s Gospel. 
Besides omitting τὸ πάσχα (vi. 4), which he does on general grounds 
merely, without noticing the critical argument which we have raised in 
ὁ 90 ff., he contends for the transposition of the two chapters v. and vi.— 
It is not surprising, then, if the scheme advocated by this writer obtained 
no acceptance among the learned, inasmuch as he based it on insufficient 
grounds, and identified it with matters intrinsically improbable. One error 
lay in the writer's why of stating the proof, another in the specific result 
which identifies the year of the Passion with the year δ. ἢ. 26; which 
is contradicted by the concurrent testimony of all antiquity.—I1 add, 
that I am not acquainted with Priestley’s more recent essay on the same 
side of the question, and that, so far as I am aware, the critical argument 
in ᾧ 90 ff. has not been touched by preceding chronologists or critics. 


CHAPTER II. 


CHRONOLOGY OF THE APOSTOLIC HISTORY. 


Acrrgak.y to the proposed plan and method of the present 
enquiry, I shall first examine how far the chronological cha- 
racters contained in the Acts of the Apostles are determinative 
for the date of our Lord’s Passion. I do not here assume as 
proved, that the year was a.p. 29., and so make that the start- 
ing point for the construction of the Chronology of the Acts ; 
but in the reverse order, I undertake to shew that the earlier 
part of the Acts, in connexion with 3. Paul’s Epistle to the 
Galatians, affords proof that the history contained in the Acts 
begins not later than a.p. 30, and deed more probably, at 
a.D. 29. This result then, is to be regarded as confirmatory 
and corroborative of the evidence alleged in the preceding 
section. And, if the reader is solicitous, in the first instance, 
only about the constructive elements of the scheme as a whole, 
with a view to the proof of the cardinal dates around which 
the “Economy of Times and Seasons” revolves, he may from 
that point (ᾧ 104) pass on to the next step of the. proof, 
namely, that which concerns the verification of the date of the 
Babylonian Captivity, t.¢. to the First Section of the Third 
Chapter of this Work. The remainder of the present chapter 
will be occupied with the determination and construction, in 
detail, of the Chronology of that part of the Apostolic History 
which is contained in, or connected with, the Acts of the 
Apostles and the other canonical scriptures of the New Tes- 
tament. 


SECTION I. 


ON THE CHRONOLOGY OF THE ACTS OF THE APOSTLES. 


ᾧ 97. Tne first twelve chapters of the Acts of the 
Apostles exhibit but one note of time which will be found 
strictly determinative for the chronology: that, namely, which 
belongs to the death of Herod Agrippa. This king began to 
reign in the very beginning of the reign of Caius, March, a.p. 
37, and reigned seven years; four, as tetrarch under Caius, 
three, as king under Claudius, Ant. xix. 8,2. At the time of 
his death tpiroy ἔτος αὐτῷ βασιλεύοντι τῆς ὅλης ᾿]ουδαίας 
ἐπεπλήρωτο, 4.6. the third year was complete from the time of 
the grant made by Claudius, xix. 5, 1. (προσθήκην δὲ αὐτῷ 
ποιεῖται πᾶσαν τὴν ὑπὸ H ρώδου βασιλευθεῖσαν ὃς ἣν πάππος 
αὐτοῦ, ᾿Ιουδαίαν καὶ Sauapelav). Now the third year of 
Claudius himself was complete in January, a.p. 44. And, since 
Agrippa was tetrarch and king but seven years in all', and of 
these, four under Caius, it follows that his decease occurred 
in the early part of a.p. 44. 

Now in the Acts c. xii., just between the notice of an arrival 
of S. Paul at Jerusalem and that of his departure, the historian 
interposes the mention of Agrippa’s visit to Jerusalem, the 
martyrdom of S. James, and imprisonment of S. Peter, Agrip- 
pa’s departure to Ceesarea, and his death there: whence it is an 
obvious inference, that S. Paul’s visit to Jerusalem coincided 
with the time of Agrippa’s visit and of his death. 8. Luke 
adds, that S. Peter was under arrest during “the days of un- 
leavened bread,” xii. 3: hence it scarcely admits of 4 doubt, 
that S. Paul’s visit to Jerusalem took place in the year 44 at 
the passover. 


' i. . 11,11. 6. Agrippa dies BeBa- | ynoduevos. The three years of his te- 
ci\ounws μὲν ἔτη τρία πρότιρον δὲ τῶν | trarchate are reckoned here from his ar- 
τετραρ χιῶν τρισὶν ἑτέροις ἔτεσιν ἀφη- | rival in Palestine, a.p. 38. Supra ¢ 31. 
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§ 98. But S. Paul, in the Epistle to the Galatians, men- 
tions two visits, and in such a way as to leave no room for 
the supposition of any other within the term of years there 
assigned. The first visit, he says, was μετὰ ὅτη τρία, namely, 
from his conversion, or else from his return to Damascus from 
the wilderness, i. 18. The second was did δεκατεσσάρων ἐτῶν: 
but whether these fourteen years are measured from the first 
visit (which of course is the moet natural supposition), or from 
the same epoch as the three years, remains to be determined. 
Now in the Acte the two first visits of S. Paul are placed, the 
one immediately after his escape from Damascus (where, or 
in its neighbourhood, he had spent the time after his conversion 
which is described a8 ἡμέραι ixavai, ix. 23): the other, when 
he went up with Barnabas as the bearer of the collections 
which were made in prospect of the dearth foretold by Agabus, 
xi. 30. The second of these is the visit which is placed in 
connexion with the death of Herod Agrippa. 

The other visits on record are:—(3.) that which was 
occasioned by the disputes at Antioch which gave rise to the 
Council at Jerusalem, Acts xv: and, (4.) the visit related 
Acts xviii. fm. when S. Paul having sailed from Corinth and 
arrived at Caesarea went up thence and saluted the church at 
Jerusalem.— We need not pursue the enumeration any further. 
Of these, the 2nd, 3rd, or 4th, must have been the visit da 
δεκατεσσάρων ἐτῶν in Gal. ii.: unless indeed S. Luke has 
omitted to mention one of the Apostle’s visits; a supposition 
which we will consider presently. 

§ 99. I think it certain that the second of the two 
visits mentioned in Gal. i. ii. is the eame with that recorded 
in Acts xii. é.¢. at the passover a.p. 44. For these rea- 
SODS : ° 
(1) The descriptions in Gal. ii. Acte xi. xii. fully agree. 
S. Paul says, “1 went up by, or, on account of revelatign.” 
And in Acts xi. a revelation is mentioned in v. 27. ‘“ Agabus 
signified by the Spirit the coming dearth,” and in consequence 
of this revelation S. Paul went up to Jerusalem. Besides, as 
this visit was followed by the revelation which ordered SS. Paul 
and Barnabas to be sent to the Gentiles, it may be that the 
Apostle had received a private revelation to the same effect 
anterior to that visit. 
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Again: he says, “‘ I communicated unto them that Gospel 
which I preach among the Gentiles, but privately, to them 
which were of reputation, &c.” In the Acts, the public 
preaching to the Gentiles commenced at Antioch, and was the 
occasion of Barnabas being sent thither from Jerusalem. ‘Then 
departed Barnabas to Tarsus for to seek Saul; and when he 
had found him, he brought him unto Antioch, and it came to 
pass that a whole year they assembled themselves with the 
church and taught much people, ὅτα. : S. Paul, therefore, had 
begun before the year 44 to preach to the Gentiles. Of this 
“ communication,” nothing is said in the Acts; but then the 
narrative is very concise. All that is said of this visit is, that 
the contributions were sent to Jerusalem “by the hands of 
Barnabas and Saul;” “and Barnabas and Saul returned from 
Jerasalem when they had fulfilled their ministry."—-And again: 
S. Paul says, “ When they saw that the Gospel of the Un- 
circumcision was committed unto me....they gave to us the 
right hands of fellowship that we should go unto the heathen.... 
only they would that we should remember the poor, 6 καὶ 
ἐσπούδασα αὐτὸ τοῦτο ποιῆσαι. In the Acts, the very purpose 
of his visit, the bearing alms to Jerusalem, was a proof of his 
σπουδὴ in this matter.—In short, the difference between the 
two accounts, Gal. ii. and Acts xi. xii., consists solely in the 
additional circumstances. 

(2.) If these two accounts do not refer to the same visit, 
then the visit in Gal. 11. was either that of Acts xv. on occa- 
sion of the Council, or some other. But it could not be the 
visit in Acts xv., for that of Gal. ii. was private, that of 
Acts xv. public: in that the acknowledgment of S. Paul's 
ministry to the Gentiles was coupled with one condition only, 
‘“‘that he should remember the poor;” in this, with several, 
namely, the decrees of the council. In short, the discrepancy 
between the two accounts (as Paley has remarked) is such 
that they can hardly be referred to the same fact. Besides, it 
is evident upon an attentive examination of the scope of Gal. 
i. 1. that the second visit there mentioned could not be the 
visit which gave rise to the Council, and that it was prior 
to that event. S. Paul sets out with declaring himself an 
Apostle “not by man,” the preacher of a Gospel “not of 
man.” In proof of his assertion he recites his own history 
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from the time of his conversion, declaring that prior to the com- 
mencement of his ministry among the Gentiles he had no com- 
munication, of any moment to the formation of his body of. 
doctrine, with the other Apostles. At the first visit, he went up 
ἱστορῆσαι Πέτρον, “to have a personal interview with Peter,” 
and saw no other Apostle but James: at the second, he went up 
in consequence of a revelation, not to receive instructions, but 
for another purpose; and he availed himself of this opportunity 
to lay before the leading men of the church at Jerusalem, 
privately, the Gospel which he had already begun to preach to 
the Gentiles. The occasion of this private communication was 
the circulation of Judaistic notions by false brethren, ii. 4. This 
is not mentioned, it is true, in the Acts in connexion with the 
visit in a.p. 44. 6. xi. xii., but in the nature of the case it was 
likely, and almost certain, to happen, as soon as the Gospel 
began to be preached to and received by Gentiles, which we 
know to have been the case before a.p. 44. Besides, as S. Paul 
is relating aff the communications which he ever had with the 
Apostles at Jerusalem, it is certain he would not omit the 
visit In a.p. 44: but he does omit it if the visit in Gal. ii. be 
that of Acts xv. Besides, the whole matter in dispute between 
the Judaizers and the Gentile churches was definitively settled in 
the decrees of the Council: after which, it is incredible that 
Peter on his coming to Antioch should have dissembled in the 
manner related in Gal. 1.—On these accounts, it seems indis- 
putable that the visit διὰ δεκατεσσάρων etwv cannot be the 
visit on occasion of the council. 

Now if the visit Gal. ii. be not that of Acts xv., it must 
be either the visit of Acts xi. xii. or some other which S. Luke 
has omitted to mention. But the only time, after the visit in 
44 a.p., at which 8. Paul could have gone up to Jerusalem, 
is the χρόνος οὐκ ὀλίγος during which the two Apostles abode 
at Antioch after the first circuit, Acts xiv. 28. If such a visit 
did take place at that time, how are we to account for S. Luke's 
silence concerning it? And besides, as has been already urged, 
the scope of S. Paul’s argument in the Epistle obliges us to 
suppose that, down to the time of which he there speaks, he 
had held no other communication with the Apostles at Jeru- 
salem than what is there related. But if the visit Gal. ii. 1. 
be a later visit than that in Acts xii. ¢.¢. if it be a third visit, 
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then he has omitted to mention this second one :* that is, he 
had other communications with the Apostles than he has here 
recited. 

On these grounds, then, I identify the visit διὰ δεκατεσ- 
caper ἐτῶν in Gal. ii. with the visit which coincided with 
the death of Herod Agrippa, i.e. Passover a. ἡ. 44'. 

§ 100. Now a.v. 44 being 14 years, complete or cur- 
rent, from some event, the date of that event, whatever it be, is 
either a. ἢ. 30 or 31: it follows that the event from which the 
14 years are reckoned cannot be the first visit mentioned in 
Gal. i.; for since that was μετὰ ἔτη τριά, ἐ. 6. at least two 
years complete, from S. Paul's conversion, the epoch of the 
2 + 13 years, or date of the conversion, will be the passover 
of a.p. 29; which is the earliest possible date of the Cruci- 
fixion ; consequently there is no time left for the series of events 
which occurred between the Crucifixion and the conversion of 
S. Paul. There remains therefore no resource’, but to abandon 
the prima facie sense of the words, and to infer that both 
terms, the 3 years and the 14, are reckoned from the same 
epoch, viz. from the conversion of S. Paul: - which event is 
hereby placed to the year 30 or 31, according as the 14 years 
are reckoned complete or current.—This is the proof of my 
assertion (ᾧ 74) that the Chronology of the Acts determines the 
Passion to a year not later than a.v. 30. And as the expres- 
sions μετὰ ery τρία and δι᾽ ἐτῶν δεκατεσσάρων, understood 
of complete time, give the year 30 as the epoch, it follows 
that, in respect of the chronology of the Acts, the year 29 is 
more probable than the year 30. 


4 8. Ireneus Har. iii. 18. seems to as- | τεσσάρων, AIA A’ ETON, whence the 


sume that the visit Gal. ii. is that of Acts 
xv. Deinde post annos xiv. ὅς. Si quis 
igitur diligenter ex Act. Apost. scrutetur 
tempus de quo scriptum est (Act. xv.) 
ascendisse Hierosolymam propter pra- 
dictam quastionem, inveniet cos qui 
pradicti sunt a Paulo annos conour- 
rentes (Gal. ii.1.) Tertullian adv. Mar- 
cion. i. 20. argues that (Gal. ii. 1.) the 
second journey ( Acts xii.) is meant. 


3 Unless, indeed, we suppose (with ᾿ 


Ulrich, in the Theolog. Studien u. Kri- 
tiken. 1836.) that 8. Paul wrote δι᾽ ἐτῶν 


reading AI IA’ ETON might easily be 
generated. And in fact the Paschal 
Chronicle, p. 436. ed. Niebuhr. notices 
an opinion according to which this second 
visit occurred four years after ὃ. Paul's 
conversion, which supposes the reading 
τεσσάρων in Gal. ii. 1. It does not ap- 
pear, however, that this opinion rested on 
the authority of MSS.: perhaps it was 
only a critical conjecture. iJ extant 
MSS., fathers, and versions, give dexa- 


τεσσάρων. 
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§ 101. Our date, then, of the Pentecostal Effusion is May 
a.p. 29. No great length of time is requisite for the subsequent 
events down to the martyrdom of S. Stephen. The incidents in 
Acts iii. iv. may have occurred within a few weeks, or even days, 
after Pentecost®, and indeed this is most likely, since the de- 
scription of the faith and charity and “ first love” of the church 
of Jerusalem follows at the end of this narrative, iv. 32—35. 
Nor is there anything to forbid the supposition that Gamaliel’s 
advice was given soon after the same incident. The interval of 
quietude, during which the seven deacons were appointed, which 
continued until the martyrdom of S. Stephen, need. not be 
supposed to have lasted many months: we get a more than 
sufficient interval, if we say that the martyrdom occurred at 
or before the passover of a. v.30. The occasion of S. Ste- 
phen’s arrest was the controversy with certain τῶν ἐκ τῆς cuva- 
tyuryns τῆς λεγομόνης Λιβερτίνων καὶ Κυρηναίων καὶ ᾿Αλεξαν- 
δρέων καὶ τών απὸ Κιλικίας, Vi. 9. ὦ.6. with certain of the 
foreign Jews of: Rome, Africa and Cilicia‘: the presence of 
these men at Jerusalem implies that a festival was going on 
at the time. As the movement was evidently tumultuary, no 
inference can be drawn from it with respect to the absence of 
the procurator : it seems idle to argue, that, as the Sanhedrim 
at this time had no power to pass sentence of death, they would 
not have dared to exercise it, if there had been a resident pro- 
curator at the time, and consequently that this incident must 


8 The mention of Annas ὁ dpxtepeds 
᾿ wal Καϊάφας καὶ ᾿Ιωάννης καὶ Ἀλέξαν- 
G@poe καὶ ὅσοι ἦσαν ἐκ γένους ἀρχιερα- 
τικοῦ, ἵν. δ. only proves that this inci- 
dent occurred before the year 36, in which 
(at latest) Caisphas was deposed. That 
the title ὁ ἀρχιερεὺς is here, as on former 
occasions, given to Annas in preference 
to Caiaphas, is to be explained in the 
manner suggested in a former note (§ 73), 
i.e. he was virtually and in popular esti- 
mation the high priest. 

* These Libertini, being here connected 
with a geographical description, have 
been supposed to be Jews of a city of 
Africa, which, at a later period, was an 
episcopal see: episcopus Libertinensis 
occurs in the subscriptions to the Acts of 


the Council of Carthage in 411. Suidas: 
λιβερτῖνοι, ὄνομα ἔθνονε. If the word is 
Roman, it probably denotes the Jewish 
freed-men of Rome, of whom there were 
great numbers. Tacit. Ann. ii. 85. 
Philo, legat. ad Cai. Opp. ii. 568. I 
incline to the latter opinion: for Liber- 
tum or Liberta or Libertinum is un- 
known except from the subscription 
above quoted, and was probably too in- 
considerable a place to give name to a 
synagogue. [scarcely need remark, that 
S. Luke speaks of one synagogue, not 
several: ‘‘ some of the synagogue called 
after the Libertini (or Roman) and Cy- 
renwan and A lexandrineJews, and (some) 
of the Jews from Cilicia.” 
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belong to the conjuncture when Pilate was dismissed tu Rome | 
by Vitellius, and Judea was left for a while without a resident 
governor._—Now whatever be the date of S. Stephen’s martyr- 
dom, the conversion of Saul belongs to about the same time. 
His mission to Damascus was likely to occur very soon after the 
outbreak of the persecution. An interval of even one year from 
the Crucifixion was sufficient to have spread the faith, by means 
of the Jews who came up to the festivals, to the synagogues of 
Syria. It may have been carried to Damasous by some of those 
who were converted on the day of Pentecost. 

§ 102. Enough has been said to shew that so early a date 
as the first year after the Ascension is nowise inconsistent with 
any known facts of the history. We will now compare this re- 
sult with the testimony of the ancients, founded on a tradition 
which it seems unreasonable to call in question. The date, then, 
of the martyrdom of S. Stephen assigned by the generality of 
ancient writers, is the very year of the ascension’. Hence I sup- 
pose the true date to be a.p. 29, either at the feast of Tabernacles 
or the Enceenia. As the conversion of Saul occurred but a few 
months, or perhaps even weeks, later, it must be assigned to 
the earlier part of αν. 30. And this is the very year to 
which it is referred by S. Hippolytus (περὶ τῶν ιβ΄. ἀποστό- 
λων), who says that S. Paul was converted in the year after 
the Ascension, a.p. 30, and suffered martyrdom 35 years 
after his conversion._—Three years he spent in privacy in 
Arabia, that is, in the neighbourhood of Damascus. At the 
end of the period which is thus described, he escaped from}the 
conspiracy of the Jews of that city’, and came to Jerusalem, 
where he tarried 15 days with Cephas, Gal. 1.18. Acts ix. 26. 
To this visit we must refer the vision related in Acts xxii. 17, 


1 Plerique censent die 26 Decemb. 
anni ejusdem Juliani quo Christus obiit, 
Stephanum lapidatum. Excerptor anti- 
quus Chron. ex Africano, Eusebio et aliis 
ap. Scaligerum ita colligit, cui omnes 
Jere assentantur antigui ac recentiores. 
Bianchini Dem. Hist. Ev. cxx. 

3 Hence this incident should belong to 
A.D. 33 at latest. As, however, the pas- 
sages 2 Cor. xi. 32. Acts ix. 24. have 
been supposed by some chronologists to 


yield a valuable note of time, I must re- 
mark that the assumption seems to me to 
be altogether unfounded. The ἐθνάρχης 
(2 Cor.) is neither more nor less than the 
Jewish head or governor of the Jewish 
residents, whose functions in reference to 
the Jews of the dispersion are thus de- 
scribed by Strabo, ap. Joseph. Ant. xiv. 
7. 2. (for though Strabo is speaking of 
Alexandria in particular, there is reason 
to believe that the several bodies of the 
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in which the Lord, appearing to him in the Temple, intimated 
that He would send him far off to the Gentiles: this, I suppose, 


dispersion were similarly constituted each 
under its several head, ¢.g. there might 
be an cthnarch for Antioch, Corinth, é&c., 
and any other city or region in which 
large numbers of Jews were settled): 
Καθίσταται δὲ καὶ ἐθνάρχης αὐτῶν, ὃς 
διοικεῖ τε τὸ ἔθνος καὶ διαιτᾷ κρίσεις καὶ 
συμβολαίων ἐπιμελεῖται καὶ προσταγ- 
μάτων ὡς dy πολιτείας ἄρχων avrore- 
λοῦς. As 8. Paul speaks οὗ the ἐθνάρχης 
Apéra τοῦ βασιλέως, and there is nei- 
ther proof nor probability that Aretas was 
at any time master of Damascus, I sup- 
pose that this officer was appointed by 
Aretas to preside over the Jews of his 
dominion, in matters relating to their 
national polity, and that the Jews of 
Damascus, either having no ethnarch of 
their own, were conventionally subject to 
the Arabian ethnarch, and so had re. 
course to him on this occasion, or avail- 
ed themselves of his assistance in a way 
that was not usual. On either supposi- 
tion, what difficulty is there in repreeent- 
ing to ourselves, that the Jews of Da- 
mascus acted with the knowledge and 
consent of the constituted Roman autho. 
rities? Those Jewish authorities at Da- 
mascus to whom 5. Paul, three years 
previously, went with commission from 
the great Sanhedrim, requiring them to 
deliver into his custody “ whomsoever he 
should find of this way, that he might 
bring them bound to Jerusalem,” these 
same officials had now the like authority 
to detain S. Paul himself. There was no 
greater strgtch of authority, or infringe- 
ment apon Roman provincial laws, in the 
one case than in the other: in the one 
case, as in the other, they needed, at 
most, but to represent to the provincial 
city-magistrates, that their law required 
them to arrest such and such persons, 
and send them to Jerusalem: the rest 
would fall to the part of the ethnarch of 
Damascus, if that city had an ethnarch 
of its own; and, if not, we may sup- 
pose either that Aretas’s ethnarch (for 


Arabia) held a recognized jurisdiction 
of this kind in Damascus, or, that the 
Jews were authorized on this occasion 
to call in his assistance. What assist- 
ance he rendered, is expressed by 8. 
Paul in the words ἐφρούρει τὴν πόλιν, 
for which 8. Luke has παρετηροῦντο 
(οἱ 'Iovdator) τὰς πύλας ἡμέρας τε καὶ 
vuerds: i.e. the Jews, with the aid of the 
ethnarch, kept close watch αὐ the gates, 
that Paul might not escape that way. 
The notion of a body of soldiers sur- 
rounding a great city to prevent the 
escape of one man, is ridiculous, and 
wholly unsuggested by the narrative. 
The ethnarch set watchmen or consta- 
bles at every gate; that is all. Neander 
(Pfhlansung «. Leitung, i. 128.) gra- 
tuitously invents a difficulty when he 
argues, that “if Damascus at that time 
belonged to the Roman province, the 
Arabian ethnarch would not have dared 
to surround the city with a guard, for 
the purpose of getting the person of a 
Roman citizen into his power, nor would 
the Roman authorities have allowed him 
to do so, or have been inclined at his re- 
quest to deliver up a Roman citizen to the 
rage of the Jews.”” He assumes that the 
ethnarch was a military commander under. 
Aretas : besides, how were the authorities 
to know beforehand that Paul was a Ro- 
man citizen ?—The incident, such as I 
have represented it, is independent of any 
particular time, and a.D. 33 is as likely 
as any other year. Upon the assump. 
tion, however, that the “ethnarch” was 
the commandant of the city, appointed 
by Aretas, it is argued that “" Aretas 
must at that time have been master of 
Damascus; for this, although it is not 
recorded by any other writer of those 
times, is the necessary inference from 
2 Cor. xi., where the ethnarch of Are- 
tas is represented as acting in the cha- 
racter of commandant; and the relation 
in which he stood to the πόλις Δαμα- 
σκηνῶν is assumed as something well- 

known 
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occurred at the feast of Tabernacles a. p. 32, two years and si 
or nine months after the conversion. I rest this supposition o 
the fact, which was noticed in the last chapter, that the ancients 
speak of a period of 34 years after the Crucifixion, during 
which the Gospel was preached to Jews only, and the Lord 
was still in a peculiar sense present from time to time with 
His disciples. As this is the first mention, after the Ascen- 
sion, of a purpose respecting the Gontiles, and the last (except 
that in the Apocalypse) of a visible appearance of our Lord, 
I think it may indicate the conclusion of that septennium of 
which the ancients speak. 

After this, and Saul’s departure to Tarsus, we lose sighé 
of him for several years. But the beginning of a New Dis- 
pensation is intimated by the conversion of Cornelius, which 
is related immediately after this visit of S. Paul. This 
event I should refer to the latter part of the same year 


32 A. D. 


known to the reader. And the history of 
this prince, related by Josephus (Anz. 
xviii. 5. 1. ff.) enables us to infer with a 
high degree of probability the time of his 
occupation of Damascus. Vitellius was 
already on his march against Aretas, 
when he received the news of Tiberius’s 
death; upon which he sent the legions 
into winter quarters, and set out for 
Rome. Now for Aretas, in the hostile 
posture which he then occupied against 
Rome, this conjuncture was most oppor- 
tune: the preses Syri@ and commander 
of the forces, absent; the troops not in 
marching order; and a necessity of wait- 
ing fresh orders from Rome. He might 
naturally seize such an opportunity to fall 
upon the wealthy city Damascus. But 
he did not long retain possession: for 
when, in the second year of Caius (16 
Mar. a.p. 388—39), the affairs of Arabia 
were put under regulation (Dion. Cass. 
lix. p. 649.) it is not to be supposed that 
so important a city as Damascus would 
be overlooked. Hence the time of Paul’s 
escape from Damascus is limited between 
summer A.D. 37. and spring a.D. 39. 
But as it is not likely that during the 
remainder of a.p. 37, which still must 


have been an unsettled time, Arelas 
would have trusted Jews to keep watch 
at the city-gates (!), since this implies 
that he felt himself secure and settled, 
there remains only the year 38 and the 
first months of 39. But these months of 
39 also must be struck off, since accord- 
ing to Dion, Caligula apportioned Arabia 
in his second year. If, then, S. Paul's 
escape falls a.p. 38, his conversion, three 
years earlier, must be assigned to A.D. 
35." Meyer, Krit, Exeg. Kommentar ; 
Apostelgesch., 10 f. This whole argu- 
ment is sufficiently refuted by the very 
fact that Josephus is wholly silent con- 
cerning any such occupation of Damas- 
cus. If such had occurred, it is incon- 
ceivable that, after relating hqw Vitellius 
was commanded to bring the man dead 
or alive before the emperor, and how op- 
portunely for Aretas the death of Tiberius 
intervened between the order and its exe- 
cution, he should drop this man out of 
sight, if he had anything further to tell 
of him so remarkable as this, that in 
that same year he had the audacity to fall 
upon the great city Damascus, and took 
it and kept it for more than a year. 
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ᾧ 108. It is true, that in this view of the case there 
remains a period of eleven years, of which S. Luke says no 
more than what is contained in two or three verses, xi. 19. ff. 
But then it should be considered that he is not relating the 
history of all and sundry the events of the early times of the 
Church. The main subject of his narrative is the preaching 
of Christ to the Genisles, the origins of the Catholic Church. 
He has related pretty fully the preaching, first of all, to the 
Jews, then to the Samaritans, and lastly to the Gentile Cor- 
nelius. At this pomt of the history, a new order of things 
begins: by means of the brethren who were dispersed upon the 
persecution of Stephen, the Gospel was extensively made known 
in the synagogues beyond Judea; thus the way was being se- 
cretly prepared for the preaching of Christ to all mankind: 
and here it is that the main subject of S. Luke's history begins. 

§ 104. Here it may be remarked, that S. Luke nowhere 
informs us at what time the Apostles left Jerusalem on their 
mission to the world at large. According to a very ancient 
tradition preserved by Apollonius, a writer of the second cen- 
tury, this dispersion of the Apostles took place twelve years 
after the Ascension. “Ev: δὲ, says Eusebius H. Ε΄. v. 18., ὡς 
ἐκ παραδόσεως, τὸν Σωτῆρα φησι προστεταχόναι τοῖς αὐτοῦ 
ἀποστόλοις, ἐπὶ δώδεκα ἔτεσι μὴ χωρισθῆναι τῆς lepovcadyn. 
The same tradition, Mr. Greswell remarks, was contained in 
the Predicatio Petri as cited by Clement of Alexandria, in the 
shape of a command from our Lord, as follows: ‘ After twelve 
years go ye forth into the world; lest any say, We have not 
᾿ heard.” Grabii Spictleg. 1. 67. 

It is interesting to observe that these twelve years expired 
in a.p. 41', which is very nearly the time at which S. Luke, 
xi. 19, resumes his narrative. He had brought his history of the 
Church of Jerusalem down to the time of the first authorized 
preaching to the Gentiles. There he leaves it, and passes over 
several years to the time when the Apostles were dispersed, 
and when the brethren at Jerusalem first received tidings of 


' It is also to be remarked, that in this ; Agrippa persecuted as a Jew, at least 
year Agrippa became king in Judea, | with a politic zeal for the national reli- 
Under the Roman procurators, the Apo- | gion: comp. “πὲ. xix. 6 and 7. 
stiles were comparatively in safety: 
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an extensive preaching of the Gospel to the heathen at An- 
tioch. 


— «Ὁ. 


§ 105. The Chronology of the latter part of the Acte, 
beginning at the 13th chapter, is independent of the preceding 
matters. Whatever may be the year of S. Paul’s conversion, 
or the true account of his visits to Jerusalem mentioned in the 
Epistle to the Galatians, it is certain that the time of Acts xii. 
is a.p. 44. Our business is to define the time of some one or 
more incidents subsequent to that chapter: and first, the time 
of the decree of Claudius for the expulsion of the Jews from 
Rome: Acts xviii. 2. The well-known passage of Suetonius, 
Claud. 25, in which this decree is mentioned, would afford a 
clear and satisfactory indication, if we could make out the time 
of the passing of that decree. Unfortunately the incident is 
not related by Dion Cassius, ἐ. 6. not in our mutilated copies 
of his history. For the words of this historian, Ix. 6. (τοὺς 
᾿Ιουδαίους πλεονάσαντας αὖθις ὥστε χαλεπῶς ἂν ἄνευ ταραχῆς 
ὑπὸ τοῦ ὄχλου σφῶν τῆς πόλεως εἰρχθῆναι, οὐκ ἐξήλασε 
μὲν, τῷ δὲ δὴ πατρίῳ νόμῳ βίῳ χρωμένους ἐκέλευσε μὴ συν- 
αθροίζεφθαι.) certainly do not relate to the event noted by 
Suetonius and S. Luke, but to a precautionary measure taken 
by Claudius in the first year of his reign.—The order of events 
in Suetonius is as follows: Provimetas Achavam 6 Macedoniam, 
guas Tiberius ad owram suam transtulerat, senatus reddidst : — 
Dion relates this under u.c. 797 = a.p. 44. Lyetts...libertatem 
ademit, Rhodiis ob ponitentiam veterum delictorum reddidit. 
Tliensibue quasi Romane gentis auctoribus tributa im perpetuum 
remisit....Judaos impulsore Chresto, $c. Now it appears from 
Tac. Ann. xii. 58. that this immunity was granted to the 
Tlienses D. Junto, Qu. Hatervo Coss. 4.6. u.c. 806. And in the 
same year, adds Tacitus, redditur Rhodite libertas. But Sue- 
ton. Nero. 7. places these incidents in a different year: apud 
eundem consulem (sc. Claudium)...pro Rhodsts atque Ihensibus 
Grace verba fecit (sc. Nero): 4.6. in the 5th consulate of Clau- 
dius (see Torrent. in |.) = v.c. 804. a.p. 51.—But to continue 
our extract :—Juda@os impulsore Chresto asndue twmultuantes 
urbe expulit: Germanorum legatis in orchestra sedere permistt, 
stmplicitate ecorum et fiducta motus, quod in ροριαγία deducti, 
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quum animadvertissent Parthos et Armentos sedentes in senatu ad 
cadem loca sponte transierant, nthilo deteriorem virtutem aut con- 
dittonem auam pradicantes. What embassy of the Parthians 
this can be, except that which is noticed by Tacitus, Ann. xii. 
10, under the year vu.c. 802, a.p. 49, it is impossible to say: 
certainly that embassy was soon despatched, and no other of 
Parthians is found at Rome in the latter years of Claudius.— 
This is sufficient to shew that these several incidents are not re- 
lated by Suetonius in the order of their occurrence: the pleading 
of Nero for the Ilienszes belongs to a.v. 51, at earliest, yet is re- 
lated before the mention of the Parthian embassy, which cannot 
be placed later than a.p. 49. Suetonius, then, leaves the mat- 
ter doubtful: if the decree against the Jews was issued about 
the time of the pleading for the Ilienses, we must place it in 
a.D. 51: if at the time of the Parthian embassy, not later than 
49. 

ἡ 106. What may have been the specific cause of the 
decree against the Jews, we can only conjecture. The natural 
inference from the words of Suetonius would certainly seem 
to be, that the Jewish populace at Rome was in an excited 
state by reason of the preaching of Christ, i.e. of Christians. 
But there may have been other inducements as well. The 
Jews, it is well known, were often confounded with the com- 
mon herd of Chaldai, mathemati, astrologi. Now in the year 
49 we find Agrippina, in Tac. Amn. xii. 22, just after her mar- 
riage, accusing her rival Lollia of dealings with Chaldeans and 
magi: and at a later period, a. ν. 52, de mathematicis Italka 
pellendis factum senatus consulium atroz σὲ irritum, Am. xi. 52. 
With this compare the statement of Zonaras (i.e. of Dion 
Cassius, from whom Zonaras compiles) : ot ἀστρολύγοι δὲ ἐξ 
ἁπάσης τῆς Ἰταλίας ἡλάθησαν καὶ οἱ αὐτοῖς σνγγινοόμενοι 
ἐκολάσθησαν : which is placed immediately after the account 
of Agrippina’s elevation, and immediately before the account 
of Caractacus at Rome, ὁ. 6. between ἃ. ἢ. 49 and 50: just 
where Tacitus places the accusation of Lollia. Hence I am 
inclined to think that the decree against the mathematici was 
really issued in the year 49, ¢. 6. soon after, and partly in con- 
sequence of, Aggripina’s marriage. This deduction from Zo- 
naras is important to our purpose, inasmuch as the decree 
against the Jews is assigned by the christian historian Orosius 
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(vii. 6.) to this very year. In default of further evidence, ἢ 
acquiesce in this statement, and conceive that in truth the 
Jews were involved with the magi, mathematic and astrologs 
in ἃ common sentence of expulsion, partly by reason of their 
supposed connexion with this class of persons, partly, as the 
statement of the unenquiring Suetonius implies (to us who are 
better informed), because the heat of their controversy with the 
early preachers of the Gospel rendered them annoying to the 
civil magistrates at Rome, just as we know to have been the 
' case at this same time in Macedonia and Achaia. In the very 
beginning of Claudius’s reign they were already, as we see In 
Dion Cassius, lx. 6, objects of suspicion : Suetonius’s expression, 
assidue tumultuantes, implies that this was not the first time : 
Claudius, it seems, would fain have expelled them in the very 
beginning of his reign, but dared not. Now, perhaps, he took 
advantage of the stir which was raised against the Chaldan 
to get rid of the Jews, not (ostensibly) on the score of their 
religion, but on pretence of their connexion with magical arts 
alleged to be employed against the person of the emperor.—If 
I may be allowed a further conjecture, I would suggest that 
Seneca’s recal and advancement at court, the act of Agrip- 
pina immediately after her marriage, may be connected with 
this measure against the Jews: perhaps it was suggested by 
him.—It deserves also to be remarked, that the Jews in Pales- 
tine began at this very conjuncture (a. p. 49) to manifest a 
disaffection towards the emperor. The exasperated state of 
feeling which now began to shew itself in Judsea was, [ doubt 
not, provoked by the emperor's measures, and by the decree of 
expulsion in particular. Josephus relates events in this order : 
Ant. xx. 5.2. ff. B. J. u.12. “In the 8th of Claudius, (a. p. 
48) Cumanus arrived as successor to Tiberius Alexander, 
and Herod of Chalcis died...During his procuratorship, at 8 
passover, a popular commotion occurred in which 20,000 Jews 
lost their lives. “τῆς πάσχα προσαγορευομένης ἑορτῆς ἐν- 
στάσης.. «πολλοῦ καί πανταχόθεν πλήθους συναχθέντος exi 
τὴν ἑορτὴν, δείσας ὁ Κούμανος μὴ νεώτερον τι παρὰ 
τούτων προσπέσῃ, stationed a cohort in arms at the por- 
ticoes of the Temple. A gross insult offered by one of the 
soldiers provoked the Jews to an assault, and the whole legion 
was marched upon them, &e.” It naturally occurs to ask 
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why these precautions were taken at this particular timo? 
What reason had Cumanus to fear 8 commotion at this pass- 
over? His two predecessors, Cuspius Fadus and Tiberius Alex- 
ander, Josephus informs us, μηδὲν παρακινοῦντες τῶν πατρίων 
ἐθῶν ev εἰρήνη τὸ ἔθνος διεφύλαξαν. B. J. ἃ. 11.6.  Cu- 
manus arrived a.p. 48, and thenceforth the face of things was 
changed. What more likely, than that the tidings of Claudius’s 
harsh enactment against the Jews of Rome, which if the decree 
was issued early in a.p. 49, might reach Judza before the 
passover of that year, furnished the inducement to these pre- 
cautions, and so led to the insurrection! In the same light I 
am inclined to regard the incident which followed, viz. the as- 
sault and robbery committed by disaffected Jews on Stephanus, 
a servant of Claudius in Palestine. Ant. xx. 5. 4. 

I see no reason, then, to doubt that the decree was issued 
a.v. 49, the year mentioned by Orosius. 

§ 107. The date of Gallo’s appointment to the govern- 
ment of Achaia is altogether unknown: the fact itself of his 
appointment is nowhere else on record, though his brother 
Seneca (Ep. cv.) in a letter written at ἃ much later date, may 
perhaps allude to it in the mention of an attack of fever which 
Gallio once had in that place. It appears from Seneca’s men- 
tion of him in the Consolatw ad Heleiam (xvi. 12.) written 
about a.p. 43, that he had even then risen to eminence m 
civil offices, honores industria consecutus est. But the time 
noted in the Acta is of course much. later. It is evident from 
the narrative itself that he was not in office, or not arrived, 
when S. Paul reached Corinth, Acts xviii. 5-12. ¢. 6. soon after 
the decree against the Jews, which we have seen reason to 
assign to the year 49. But the fact of his appearance in Achaia 
as propretor within eighteen months after that event, tallies 
extremely well with the view of the circumstances connected 
with that edict. Seneca’s recal and advancement at court 
through the favour of Agrippina, and the edict against the 
Jews, were (if the latter belongs to a. pv. 49) very nearly con- 
temporary events. Soon after the decree, Seneca’s brother is 
advanced to the government of Achaia. He was not likely, 
one would thmk, to obtain this preferment while his brother 
Seneca was in exile, under the implacable displeasure of the 
reigning empress (4.p. 41-48), but, when Seneca stood high 
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in favour at court, the advancement of the elder brother 
might soon follow, and according to S. Luke, did follow within 
ἃ year or two, ἐ. 6. if Orosius is right in his date of the edict. 
I notice this, only by way of shewing how consistent S. 
Luke’s narrative is with all that can be collected from con- 
temporary history. As a note of time, the mention of Gallio is 
only so far serviceable, as it constitutes a probability, that 
S. Paul's departure from Corinth lies after a.p. 49, namely, 
because it is probable that Gallio would not be in such an office 
_ earlier than that year, at any time between a.p. 41 and 49. 

§ 108. In the next place, we have to inquire what evi- 
dence may be derived from the narrative of S. Paul’s arrest 
at Jerusalem, as related in the 22nd and following chapters 
of the Acts. 3 

At that time Felix was procurator, a person named Ana- 
nias was exercising the office of high priest, yet under such 
circumstances that 8. Paul might naturally be ignorant of the 
fact: and lastly, a certain Egyptian impostor had appeared, 
and that (as it is implied, xxi. 38) but recently. Josephus 
will enable us to deduce from these particulars a pretty clear 
indication of the time denoted by S. Luke’s narrative. 

§ 109. Felix, it is evident, became procurator of Judsea 
in one of the three last years of Claudius. Πέμπει δὲ καὶ 
Κλαύδιος Φήλικα Πάλλαντος ἀδελφὸν τῶν κατὰ τὴν Ιουδαίαν 
προστήσομενον πραγμάτων. Tas δὲ ἀρχῆς δωδέκατον ἔτος 
ἤδη πεπληρωκὼς» δωρεῖται τὸν ᾿Αγρίππαν τῇ Φιλίππου τε- 
τραρχίᾳ.... Λαβὼν δὲ τὴν δωρεὰν παρὰ τοῦ Καίσαρος ‘Aypix- 
πας ἐκδίδωσι πρὸς γάμον Αζίζῳ... Δρούσιλλαν τὴν ἀδελφήν.... 
Διαλύονται δὲ τῇ Δρουσίλλῃ πρὸς τὸν ᾿Αζιζον οἱ “γάμοι μετ᾽ 
οὐ πολὺν χρόνον τοιαύτης ἐμπεσούσης αἰτίας. Καθ᾿ ὃν 
καιρὸν τῆς ᾿Ιουδαίας ἐπετρόπευσε Φήλιξ, θεασάμενος ταύτην 
«ἔπειθε τὸν ἄνδρα καταλιποῦσαν αὐτῷ “γήμασθαι... ἡ δὲ πεί- 
θεται τῷ ᾧ. γήμασθαι. Ant. χχ. 7. 1. δ. In like manner 
B. J. ii. 12. 8. Μετὰ ταῦτα Φήλικα ἐκπέμπει...ἐκ δὲ τῆς 
Χάλκιδος ‘Ayp. εἰς μείζονα βασίλειαν μετατίθησι, δοὺς αὐτῷ 
τὴν Φιλίππου γενομένην τετραρχίαν... αὐτὸς δὲ διοικήσας τὴν 
ἡγεμονίαν ἔτεσι ity, μησὶν ἡ καὶ ἡμ. κ΄. τελευτᾷ. It is 
evident, then, that the appointment of Felix took place not 
later than the expiration of the 12th year of Claudius, 4.6. not 
later than Jan. a.p. 53, yet not long before it, for both in the 
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Antiquities and in the Wars, this incident is closely connected 
with the advancement of Agrippa, which occurred when Clau- 
dius had just completed his 12th year. It appears further, 
from the first of the two passages, that S. Paul’s appearance 
before Felix, at a time when Drusilla was married to him, 
cannot be placed in the very beginning of the government of 
Felix, for Drusilla’s marriage with Azizus was subsequent to 
the advancement of Agrippa, ¢.e¢. after Jan. a.p. 53. Of course 
then, with a proper allowance of time for Agrippa’s taking 
possession of his new government, for Druailla’s first marriage, 
and her seduction by Felix, we cannot imagine her already 
wedded to Felix within a week or two of the Pentecost of 
A.D. 58. xxiv. 1.24. Thus the carliest possible date that can 
be assigned to S. Paul's arrest at Jerusalem, is the Pentecost of 
A.D. 54. 

§ 110. What then may be the latest possible date! It is 
not recorded by Josephus or other historians how long a time 
Felix was procurator of Judea, nor yet, which would answer 
our purpose as well, how long his successor Festus held that 
office. But, Ant. xx. 8. 9, we are informed that on the ap- 
pointment of Festus, the leading Jews of Caesarea went to 
Rome with complaints against Felix, “ and assuredly he would 
have suffered for hie wrongs committed against the Jews εἰ μὴ 
πολλὰ αὐτὸν ὁ Νέρων τῷ ἀδελφῷ Πάλλαντι παρακαλέσαντι 
συνεχώρησε μάλιστα δὴ τότε διὰ τιμῆς ἔχων ἐκεῖνον." 
Now Nero succeeded to the purple 13 Oct. a.p. 54, and the 
ascendancy of Pallas was of no long continuance after that 
event. Tacitus Ann. xiii. 14. relates that Nero demovet Pal- 
lantem cura rerum quis a Olaudw wnpontus volut arbitrum 
regns agebat, and this was not long before the completion of 
Britannicus’s 14th year: propinguo die quo quartum decimum 
ctatis annum Britannicus explebat, ib. 15. But Britannicus was 
born 13 Feb. a.p. 42. ἐπ secundo consulatu, e& vigesimo wmperit 
die (ec. Clandii). Sueton. Claud. 27. Comp. Dion. Cass. Ix. 10. 
19. Pallas: therefore, had ceased to be μάλιστα διὰ τιμῆς 


1 There is a statement of Tacitus | was born 15th Dec. a.p. 37. Sueton. 
Aan. xii, 35, which is clearly mistaken | Nero 6. (comp. Dion. Cass. lxi. 3.) And 
or corrupt. His eviotus (sc. Claudius) | with this Tacitus accords, Ann. xiii. 6, 
biennio majorem natu Domitium filio | where, fine anni, i.e. in Dec. after the 
(se. Britannico) anfeponit. Now Nero | death of Claudius, a.p. 54, Nero is de- 

scribed 
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in Januaty, a.p. 56. Dion, indeed, places the death of Bri- 
tannicus (which followed soon after the deposal of Pallas) in 
a.D. 55. u.c. 808, meaning doubtless the very end of the year. 
And this agrees with Tacitus, who relates w. 8. the deadly offence — 
given by Britannicus during the Saturnalia (15—20 Dec.) 
Thus we may infer that Pallas had ceased to enjoy the pre- 
eminent influence ascribed to him by Josephus, as early as 
Dec. a.p. 55.—Here then we obtain an extreme limit to the 
procuratorship of Felix: it cannot have continued later than 
the autumn of a.p. 55. 

§ 111. But we have seen that S. Paul’s hearing before 
Felix, Acts xxiv., cannot be placed earlier than May or June, 
a.p. 54. The two results are incompatible if the terminus a quo 
of the διοτία xxiv. 27, be necessarily that first hearing, since 
between that hearing and the departure of Felix our limits give 
at most an interval of twelve or fifteen months. But does 
S. Luke really say that S. Paul continued two years in con- 
finement under Felix? That is not necessarily the meaning 
of his words, διετίας δὲ πληρωθείσης ἔλαβεν διάδοχον ὁ Φηλιξ 
x. τ᾿ Δ. xxiv. 27: the ceria may be measured from some 
epoch concerning Felix only, not the Apostle: and, indeed, the 
-historical connexion of the narrative makes it probable that 
such was the writer's meaning. It needed not two whole years 
to satisfy Felix that his covetous purpose was not likely to be 
gratified by his prisoner (v. 26): and if the Apostle, together 
with his companions, among whom was S. Luke, had really been 
detained that length of time, should we not have had a different 
kind of notice, at least a fuller mention of the circumstances! 
Let any unprejudiced reader consider whether the narrative 
xxiv. 23—-27, implies this length of time. Besides, the eager- 
ness of the Jews would surely have been damped, if so long a 
pause had intervened ; yet in the following chapter we find the 
high priest and chief men of the Jews making it one of their 
first concerns, when Festus had been ‘but three days in his 
government, to influence him against S. Paul, in-a matter 


scribed as viz annos xvii. egressus. If | Britannicus not yet fourteen years com. 
Britannicus was but two years younger | plete. For diennio Ann. xii. 25, we may 
than Nero, he was nearly fifteen at that | perhaps read quadriennio ; the numeral 
time; yet further on, a whole year later, | iv. might easily be corrupted into ii. 
Ann, xiii. 15, Tacitus himself makes 
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which one should rather think would have slipped from their 
minds, especially considering what far greater grievances and 
animosities must have ansen in the space of two years under 
the government of a Felix. 

§ 112. On these grounds, then, and in virtue of the 
preceding combinations, I understand the “two years” of xxiv. 
27, to denote the term during which Felia was procurator of 
Judea, The grammatical construction admits this sense as 
well as, if not better than, the other!: and the circumstances 
of the narrative demand it. The only objection, and that ap- 
parently a weighty one, lies in the statement of S. Paul, xxiv. 
10, ἐκ πολλῶν ἐτῶν ὄντα σε κριτὴν τῷ ἄθνει τούτῳ ἐπι- 
στάμενος. How could this be, if Felix was in his government 
but two years in all? The difficulty, however, is not confined 
to the. statement in the Acts; it affects, as much and even 
more, the representation of Tacitus, who, writing of the year 
of the consulate of Faustus Sulla and Salvius Otho (= a.p. 52) 
says of Felix: At non frater ejus (sc. Pallantis) part modera- 
tione agebat, jam pridem Judzeee impositus ¢ cuncta malefacta 
sthi impune ratus tanta potentia subnizo. It was late in 52 or 
early in 53, that Felix received his appointment. In what 
sense, then, can it be true, that he was in 52 “jam pridem 
Jude impositus?” Yet Tacitus proceeds circumstantially to 
relate what follows: Sane pradbuerant Judai speciem motus orta 
seditione... Interim Felina intempestivis remediis deluta accende- 
bat, emulo ad deterrima Ventidio Cumano, cut pars provincia 
habebatur, ita divisis ut huic Galileorum natio, Felici Samarite 
parebant...Arsissetque bello Provincia, ni Quadratus Syria 
rector subvenissct. Nec diu adversus Judaos, qui in necem 
militum proruperant, dubttatum, quin capite poenas luerent. COw- 
manus ct Felin ounctationem afferebant, quia Olaudius, caussts 
rebellionis auditis, jus statuendt (sc. Quadrato) etiam de pro- 
curatoribue (sc. Cumano et Felice) dederat. Sed Quadratus 
Felicem inter judices ostentavit receptum in tribunal, quo studta 
acousantium deterrerentur ; damnatusque flagitiorum quae duo de- 
Liquerant Cumanus, et quies provincia reddita. Commentators, 
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' For, dcverias δὲ πληρωθείσηε ἔλαβεν | would not have expressed himself thus, 
is equivalent to διετίαν δὲ πληρώσας | if he had meant only pera δὲ dvd ἔτη oF 
ἔλαβεν, and it strikes me that the writer | pera διοτῆ χρόνον. 
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indeed, allege that Tacitus was completely mistaken, since Felix 
did not set foot in Palestine until after, and in consequence of, 
the deposal of Cumanus. But how is so circumstantial a mis- 
statement to be accounted for? It was easy for Tacitus to mis- 
take the real state of the case in supposing that Felix was pro- 
curator of Samaria and Cumanus of Galilee; but it is extremely 
improbable, that the affair in which Quadratus, Cumanus, and 
Felix, are represented as actors, should be entirely unfounded 
in respect of Felix. At the least, one is obliged to infer, not- 
withstanding the silence of Josephus, that Felix held some sort 


of office in Palestine during the procuratorship of Cumanus. 


ᾧ 118. 
Claud. 98. 


Now with this, compare what Suetonius says, 
Inbertorum pracipue suspextt Posiden...nec minus 


Felicem quem cohortibus et alis’ provincizeque Judes praposuit. 
Which I take to mean, that Felix served Claudius in Judza, 


' Under the Cesars the term ala de- 
notes the troops of cavalry raised from 
the allies, and attached to the legions in 
place of the thirty turmez which of old 
were levied from among the equites. 
See the proof of this statement (against 
Salmasius de Re Mil.) in Schelii Nott. 
in Hygin. de Castram. ap. τῶν. Ant. 
Rem. t. x. 1080 ff. and abundant illus- 
trations in Gruter’s Corpus Insoript. pas- 
sim. The order of promotion in Clau- 
dius’s time is described by Sueton. Claud. 
25. Equestres militias ita ordinavit ut 
post cohortem, alam ; post alam, tribu. 
natum legionis daret: i.e. the Roman 
equites served first as prefects of foreign 
cohorts, then of ale, and so rose to be 
tribunes of legions. ὅτων. ἐπ i. Under 
Augustus, the prafectus ale would seem 
to rank above the tribunus legionis, Suet. 
Aug. 38, and Casaubon. in J. (though the 
meaning of that passage may be, that 
Augustus, in his anxiety to accustom the 
senatorial youth to military service, ap- 
pointed them not only tribunes of legions, 
but even to the inferior offices, the eques- 
tres militia, viz. the prefecture of cohorts 
and 815.) Now Suetonius may possibly 
mean to say, that Felix was promoted to 
various preefectures of cohorts and al» 
and subsequently to a province, that of 


Judea. Comp. Vit. Plin. ascribed to 
Suetonius, where it is related of the elder 
Pliny, equestribus militiis industrie func- 
tus, procurationes quoque splendidissi- 
mas atque continuas summa integritate 
adminisiravit: and Plin. Ep. vii. 26. 
(Terentius) equestribus smilitiis aique 
etiam procuratione prov. Narb. integer- 
rime funcius. See also Gruter. Corp. 
Insc. Lat. passim. But the words of 
Suetonius in the text not only will bear, 
but even (if I am not mistaken) suggest 
the sense I have put upon them, vis. in 
virtue of their grammatical collocation : 
quem ceohortibus-et-alis previncisegue 
Jude prwposuit. For when the attri- 
butive (adj. or genitive) belonging alike to 
each of two nouns is placed after them, 
the Latin idiom, I think, requires que. 
Compare the following expressions taken 
at random from Suetonius and Tacitus. 
Senatus populusque Rom.—Scriptores 
senatoresque corundem temporwm.—eson- 
Jugem liberosque ¢jus.—proditores nuper 
hostesque ejus.—diem locwnque fade- 
ris.—taciturnitatem pudoremque quorun- 
dam.—ezxultationes suociamationesque 
populi.—circa conventus meroatusque 
Gracie. —angustiis flexurisque vico- 
rum.—ezpugnationem direptionemque 
oppidi.—The principie is obvious: the 
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first, in command of the provincial or social troops in that 
country, and then, as procurator. 

In the former capacity, in which he would act under, or 
coordinately with, the procurator (Cumanus), he was, I take 
it, what Josephus calls ἱτπάρχης. When Vitellius sent Pilate 
to take his trial at Rome a. ν. 36, he appointed Marcellus 
ἐπιμελητής ad interim. Ant. xvii. 4.2. One of the first acts 
of Caius, a.p. 37, on investing Agrippa with the tetrarchy 
of his father Philip, was to send out Maryllus as ἱππάρχης ἐπὶ 
τῆν Ἰουδαίας. Why he is termed ἱππάρχης, and not ἐπιμε- 
Anrns OF ἐπιτρόπος, does not appear, nor does any further 
mention of this officer occur in the history of those times. 
Maryllus exercised, doubtless, the functions of procurator, yet 
not 60 nomine, but as commander of the cavalry, i.e. prafectus 
alarum. Claudius, in the beginning of his reign, made Judea 
once more a kingdom under Agrippa; on whose death, a. p. 44, 
it again became a province and received a8 ἐπιτρόπος, Cuspius 
Fadus. Yet during those three years of Agrippa’s reign, I 
should suppose there was still an imperial officer m Judea 
bearing the title hipparch, or prasfectue alarum, and subsequently, 
that the same office, m its military fonctions, was kept up, ?. 6. 
that together with the procurator there was a commander of 
the cohortes σὲ ale. The ala, or social squadron, which was 
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enclitie conjunction, as the mest compen- 
dious, serves to refer both terms, as parts 
of a whole, to the limiting term which is 
about to follow. Sometimes this rale is 
observed even at the expense of the strict 
logical meaning of the case, ¢.g. where 
the genitive is objective to the first and 
stebjective to the second, as Suet. Claud. 
43. Neo mimori cura Greoa studia se- 
quutaus est, amorem prestantiiamque lin- 
gua predicans. Hence the rule would 
seem to be, that a genitive following two 
neuns coupled by “que’’ sust belong to 
both of them: (except, of coarse, when 
the first member has a genitive of its 
own: as tormenta quastionum panasque 
perricidaruem— Thus Suet. Claud. 41. 
instead of in Hbris ac diurnis titulisque 
operwm, which besides is unmeaning, we 
must read in libris actorum diurnorum 
{Suetonius perhaps wrote Act. Diurw. } 


titulisque operum.) When the two 
nouns are coupled by any other conjunc- 
tion, the context, or the nature of the 
case, must determine whether the genitive 
belongs to one or both. But when the 
genitive belongs only to the latter of the 
two, the conjunction must not be que: 
e.g. tutum loco ac prasidio militum ; 
machinamenia ef astue oppugnationum, 
where prasidioqgue, asiuegue, would be 
wrong. The only exception is, when no 
ambiguity can arise, e.g. ipsi conjuges- 
que ipsorum, Liv. I have devoted thus 
much space to the proof of this gram- 
matical rule, as I do not find that it has 
been noticed by commentators and gram- 
marians. It is true, Jude@ here may be 
the dative: if so, the sentence is ill-con- 
structed, because ambiguous. Sed de his 
satis. 
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kept in Judsa was composed principally of Csesareans and 

Sebastenes, Ant. xx. 8. 7. whence xx. 6. 1. it is called Σεβασ- 
τηνῶν eitdn'. Comp. B. J. ii. 12. 5. When Cuspius Fadus was 
sent out as procurator, Claudius purposed “to remove the ala 
of the Cegareans and Sebastenes and the five cohorts into 
Pontus, as a punishment for the gross disrespect with which 
they had treated the memory of Agrippa” [this seems to imply 
that they were troups in the imperial pay, serving under an im- 
perial officer]: ‘and to supply their place out of the Roman 
legions which were stationed in Syria. This order however, was 
not executed; for they sent an embassy and found means to 
pacify Cesar, ὅσο." Ant. xix: ult. These were the troops, I 
suppose, a8 commander of which Maryllus took his title of Aép- 
parck, these the cohortes σὲ ale which Felix commanded under 
Cumanus. Josephus, it is true, does not mention Felix in this 
capacity, but he does mention the fact that Cumanus proceeded 
to his assault upon the Galileans ἀναλαβὼν τήν τῶν Σεβασ- 
τηνῶν εἵλην καὶ πεζῶν τέσσαρα τάγματα. Tacitus con- 
nects Felix with Cumanus as an accomplice in that transac- 
tion, but by a venial mistake makes him procurator of Samaria, 
probably because he found him in command of troops of which 
a large proportion were of Sebaste, the capital of Samaria. 
Suetonius alone, if I do not mistake his meaning, represents 
the matter in its true circumstances. But indeed neither is 
Josephus altogether silent concerning an earlier connexion of 
Felix with the province of Judea. For he relates Ant. xx. 
8. 5 that Felix was sent out as procurator of Judza in con- 
sequence, partly, of a request made to that effect by Jonathan 
the high priest: namely, as it appears from the preceding 
context, at the time when this Jonathan had been sent by 
Quadratus together with the leaders in the movement, both 
Jews and Samaritans, to be tried at the emperor's tribunal. 
How Jonathan came to think of Felix in particular as a fit 
person for the vacant procuratorship, is explained, if we will 
accept Tacitus’s account of the matter as substantially correct. 


1 This must notbe confounded with the | composed of Italians or Romans, and dis- 
σπεῖρα Σεβαστή, Act. xxvii. 1. which | tinguished from them by the military 
doubtless was the same as the Ex.’Ira- | name ow. Cohors Augusta; σπ. Ἶταλ. 
λίκη to which Cornelius belonged. Of | is the popular name by which it would 
the five cohorts stationed at Caesarea, | be spoken of in Palestine. 
four, perhaps, were provincial troops, one 
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ᾧ 114.) ACTS OF THE APOSTLES. 
Felix then had truly been ex πολλών ἐτῶν xpirys τῷ ἔθνει, 
although his actual procuratorship lasted but two years in all, 
as reckoned from his arrival in Judea in that capacity to 
the arrival of his successor. Nor is it difficult to account for 
so early a vacation of his office. His brother Pallas, μάλιστα 
δὴ τότε διὰ τιμῆς wv, may have called him to Rome for 
higher preferment’. 

§ 114. Now we have seen that Felix was appointed to the 
procuratorship at the close of a. p. 52, or the beginning of a. "Ὁ. 
53. He would not arrive in Judea before the summer of the 
latter year; his two years of residence would expire at the 
same time of a.p. 55. At the Pentecost of that year, ac- 
cordingly, I place S. Paul's arrest at Jerusalem. 

And with this agree the other notes of time. The high 
priest Jonathan (son of Ananus) was assassinated by sicarii 
at the instigation of Felix, Ant. xx. 8. 5, seemingly at a fes- 
tival: I should suppose, at the passover of this very year a.p. 55. 
The high priesthood was bestowed on Ismael son of Phabi, by 
Agrippa, towards the close of Felix’s procuratorship. Ant. xx. 
8.8. During the vacancy the office may have been exercised by 
Ananias, and S. Paul might naturally, as one but lately arrived 
at Jerusalem, not be aware of the fact, further than that there 
was at the time no high priest actually appointed’. 


3 See a further discussion of the ques- 
tion relating to the times of Felix and 
his successors in the NoTE appended to 
this section. 

® This Ananias, son of Nebedeus, suc- 
ceeded Joseph son of Camydus by ap- 
pointment of Herod king of Chalcis, 
during the procuratorship of Tiberius 
Alexander, cir. a.p. 47 or 48. Ant. xx. 
5. 2. In consequence of the affair be- 
tween the Jews and the Samaritans in the 
procuratorship of Cumanus, he was sent 
prisoner to Rome by the president of 
Syria, Ummidius Quadratus, to take his 
trial before Claudius. ἐδ. 6. 2. The 
cause was speedily heard and decided in 
favour of the Jews. That he was de- 
posed is nowhere expressed in the An- 
tiquities, yet at xx. 8.5. Jonathan, at 
the time of his assassination, is described 


Agrippa gives the high priesthood to 
Ismael son of Phabei: this, towards the 
close of Felix’s administration. In the 
Wars, ii. 12. 5, Jonathan, son of Ana- 
nus, is called the high priest at the time 
of the Samaritan quarrel (παρόντες δὲ 
καὶ ol γνώριμοι τῶν 'lovdaiwy, καὶ ὁ dp- 
χιερεὺς ᾿Ιωνάθης υἱὸς ᾿Ανάνου) ; and he 
was sent to Rome with Ananias (δύο δὲ 
ἑτέρους τῶν δυνατωτάτων Kal τοὺς ap- 
χιερεῖς Ιωνάθην καὶ ᾿Ανανίαν ... ἀνέπεμ- 
Ψψεν ἐπὶ Καίσαρα): on which occasion, 
doubtless, it was, that Jonathan request- 
ed of Cesar that Felix might be sent out 
as governor in place of Cumanus, who 
was deposed. (Ant. xx. 8. 5.) Putting 
these two accounts together, 1 infer that, 
at the time of the Samaritan affair, Jona- 
than was high priest as successor to Ana- 
nias, by appointment of Quadratus, and 


as high priest; and, at ( 8 following, | that he held the office until his death. 


As 


118 


CHRONOLOGY OF THE APOSTOLIC HISTORY. 


[σπ. u. 8. i. 


The same remark applies also to the mention of the 


Egyptian impostor. 


For this person made himself notorious 


after, not before, Nero's accession. (Ant. xx. 8. 6. κατὰ τοῦτον 


As immediate predecessor of Jonathan, 
and as a man in other respects highly 
distinguished, it was natural that Ananias 
should assume the functions of the office 
ad interim, on the demise of the see by 
the death of Jonathan. And this seems 
the best explanation of 85. Paul's igno- 
rance, οὐκ gdew ὅτι ἐρχιερέυς ἐστιν : 
which certainly cannot mean (as some 
interpret), “1 did not bethink me, or, re- 
collect :᾽᾽ the words may mean, ‘I was 
not aware that there is at present any 
high priest: ’’ but this is not likely, for 
one could hardly suppose that the office 
would be suffered to remain actually va- 
cant ad inderim, and whoever occupied it 
would be for the time high priest, though 
not formally appointed. The apostle 
might know, too, that Ananias was pro 
tempore in office, but perhaps he was not 
acquainted with his person. “1 knew 
not that he is high priest’’ is grammati- 
cally correct, and tallies with the facts. 
It should be remarked, that Ananias was 
still possessed of high influence after 
this time, though never re-appointed. On 
the arrival of Albinus, xx. 9.2. ὁ dé 
ἀρχιερεὺν Ἀνανίας καθ᾽ ἀκάστην ἡμέραν 
ἐπὶ μέγα προέκοπτα δόξης καὶ τῆς παρὰ 
τῶν πολιτῶν εὐνοίας τε καὶ τιμῆς ἠξ- 
ιοῦτο λαμπρῶν. ἣν γὰρ χρημάτων πο- 
ριστικός" καθ᾽ ἡμέραν οὖν τὸν ᾿Αλβῖνον 
καὶ τὸν dpxtepéa δώροις ἐθεράπενεν : 
where he is still called ὁ ἀρχιερεὺς 
though another was in office: so again at 
the time of his murder, in the beginning 
of the war, B.J. ii. 17.9. But it is not 
therefore likely that he is so called in the 
Acts, solely in respect of his having been 
once high priest ; for throughout the nar- 
rative he appears as the principal actor. 
(Comp. xxiv. 1.) 
Realworterbuch s.v. Ananias, thinks it 
more likely that he was actual high 
priest both before and after his deporta- 
tion, i. 6. from his appointment by Herod 
of Chalcis to the appointment of Ismael 
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son of Phabei. But, as I before remark- 
ed, Josephus shews, in the Wars, that 
Jonathan was certainly in office after 
Ananias and before Ismael. It may be 
said indeed that the title ὁ ἀρχιερεὺς, 
B.J. ii. 12. 5, 6. Ant. xx. 8. 5, is given 
here only in respect of his having once 
held the office: (he succeeded Caiaphas 
by appointment of Vitellius xviii. 4. 3. 
by whom, however, he was speedily de- 
posed, ib. 5.3. a.p. 37. passover.) But 
this is unlikely ; for in B.J. ii. 19. δ. he 
is styled absolutely ὁ dpycepeds, and ἐδ. 
6. (τοὺς ἀρχιερεῖς ᾿Ιωνάθην καὶ Avaviay) 
he is preeminent above Ananias, which 
he was in no respect, if not he, but Ana- 
nias, was actual high priest at the time ; 
for Ananias was a far more distinguished 
man, in personal respects, than Jonathan. 
From Acts xxii. 5. ds καὶ ὁ ἀρχιερεὺς 
μαρτυρεῖ μοι, it might be inferred that 
the high priest from whom Paul received 
his commission was still in office; and 
this would very well suit Jonathan, if the 
journey to Damascus belonged to the 
year 36, when this man was in fact high 
priest: for then 8. Paul might be under- 
stood to appeal to the personal knowledge 
of the high priest before whom he stood, 
by whom, when formerly in office, he was 
commissioned. But the conversion of S. 
Paul, I have endeavoured to shew, lies 
six years before the first appointment of 
Jonathan ; and the context, Acts xxii.— 
xxiv. implies that Paul was now plead- 
ing before Ananias. Of course, how- 
ever, it is not necessary to suppose that 
the apostle appeals to the personal know- 
ledge of the high priest before whom he 
stood, or who was then in office, nor even 
(as Meyer explains it) of some former 
high priest who was still living : he might 
mean only to say, that the recorded acts, 
or the ἐπιστολαί and sign manual of the 
high priest and sanhedrim of those days 
would attest the fact to any who would 
make enquiry. 
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τὸν καιρόν comp. tb. 4. τῷ πρώτῳ τῆς Νέρωνος ἀρχῆς : comp. 
B. J. ii. 18. 5.) That the event was recent is plainly implied 
in the words of Lysias, πρὸ τούτων τῶν ἡμερῶν, Acta xxi. 
38". : 

ᾧ 115. Thus far I have endeavoured to deduce, combine, 
and construct, the evidence furnished by the Acts and contem- 
porary history. Our result is this:—that 8. Paul's arrest 
took place at the Pentecost of the first year of Nero: whence 
it follows that he was brought to Rome in the spring of the 
second year of Nero, inasmuch as the ceria, Acts xxiv. fin. 
relates not to S. Paul’s imprisonment, but to the term of Felix’s 
residence in Judsea as procurator. And now the reader may 
compare with this result the statement of Eusebius (in Chron.) 
who assigns S. Paul's arrival at Rome to the second year of 
Nero: and of 8. Jerome, who says that ‘“S. Paul came to 
Rome ἐπ the 25th year after the Crucifixion, i.e. in the second 
year of Nero, at the time when Festus succeeded to Felix as 
procurator of Judsea.” 

§ 116. We have therefore a period of precisely eleven 
years, extending from Acts xii. 3 = passover of a.p. 44 to 
Acts xxi. 6 = passover of αν. 55: which must be so distri- 
buted that Acts xviii. 2. shall coincide with the earlier half of 
A.D. 49. 

In the former of these portions, the notes of time are alto- 
gether vague, such as ἡμέρας τινας, ἱκανὸν χρόνον, and any 
adjustment of the chronology in detail can be but approximate. 
Thus it is uncertain whether the first mission of Paul and Bar- 
nabas to the Gentiles occurred in the year 44, after their return 
from Jerusalem, or in the followmg year. If the year be 44, 
I should suppose the time would be Pentecost, and I am in- 
clined to think this was the year, because else it is hkely 
S. Paul would have gone up to the festivals, which would have 
been mentioned. 


' Lysias’s first impreasion, on hearing | ‘I'he Egyptian himeelf, it should be ob- 
ὅτι ὅλη συγκέχνται Ἱερουσαλήμ, v. 3). | served, had escaped, when so many of his 
seems to have been, that Paul was the | deluded adherents were taken. The ap- 
Egyptian himself. The proper gram- {| pearance of this impostor doubtless coin- 
matical sense of νυ. 38, οὐκ dpa ov εἶ ὁ | cided with some festival, I suppose the 
Αἰγύπτιος, is, ‘‘ Thou art not then, after | passover of Α. Ὁ. ὅδ. 
all, (as 1 had supposed) that Egyptian ?” 
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§ 117. The first circuit, through Cyprus, and in Asia as 
far north as Antioch in Pisidia, and thence on the round 
through Lycaonia, must have occupied the remainder of the 
year at least. At Antioch we have the history of two sab- 
baths, but the apostles staid there long enough for the word 
of the Lord to spread through the whole country, xu. 49: at 
Iconium and Lystra, not long: at Derbe long enough to bap- 
tize ἃ good many, xiv. 21. Thence they return to Lystra, 
Iconium and Antioch, confirming the disciples, and end by or- 
daining elders: surely this implies a probation of several 
months. Hence I conceive that the return to Antioch in 
Syria cannot: be placed earlier than a full year, perhaps even 
18 months, after the departure on the circuit: ¢.¢. not earlier 
“than spring or autumn of a.v. 45. Between the return to 
Antioch and the council of Jerusalem the narrative interposes 
χρόνον ove ὀλίγον, xiv. 28. After the council, ποιήσαντες 
χρόνον, xv. 33, the apostles depart on a second circuit. 8. 
Paul's tour in Asia, down to his departure for Macedonia, 
may have occupied the remainder of the year, supposing it 
to have begun in the spring. Then between the arrival at 
Philippi, which probably would not be in the dead of winter, 
and the meeting with Aquila and Priscilla at Corinth in the 
summer of a.p. 49, the history may enable us to interpose 
three or four months at most. Hence the second circuit must 
in all likelihood have begun in the spring of a.p. 48, and the 
council at Jerusalem must be assigned to the winter of a. νυ. 
47, or early in a.v. 48: and the χρόνος οὐκ oAlryos, xiv. 28, 
will be somewhat more than two years. 

Here I pause to remark, that the language of S. Paul 
in his Epistles to the Thessalonians, written a. νυν. 49, be- 
comes more significant when regarded in connexion with the 
facts above alleged ᾧ 107, which mark this year as a disastrous 
crisis in the history of the Jews. The decree for their ex- 
pulsion from Rome, the (as I think, consequent) insurrection 
in Jerusalem, the dire slaughter at the passover of that year 

..8}} which events would be known at Thessalonica in the 

summer of the same year, might naturally prompt the thought 
that the Day of the Lord was then instant: these circum- 
stances also put a special emphasis upon that expression of 
S. Paul, epOaxev é ἔπ᾽ αὐτοὺς ἡ ὀργὴ εἰς τέλος. 
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§ 118. At Corinth, the Apostle spent 18 months before 
the disturbance in Gallio's time, xviii. 11, and after it, still 
ἡμέρας ixavas, before he set sail for Syria on a visit to Jeru- 
salem. Suppose him to have arrived at Corinth in June a. p. 
49, then this visit to Jerusalem cannot be placed earlier than 
Passover or Pentecost a. p. 51. 
After this, ποιήσας χρόνον τινα at Antioch, he set out 

for Asia, made a circuit of visitation throughout Galatia and 
Phrygia, xviii. 23, and thence came down to Ephesus, where 
he abode 2 years and 3 months, xix. 8, 10, which period, 
together with the time denoted in the words αὐτὸς ἐπέσχε 
χρόνον, xix. 22, is given by S. Paul himself, in round numbers, 
as three years, xx. 31. Now the 2 years and 3 months ex- 
pired at the mission of Timothy and Erastus into Macedonia, 
xix. 22, shortly after which S. Paul sent the First Epistle to 
the Corinthians, 1 Cor. iv. 17, written during the paschal sea- 
son, 1 Cor. xv., and before Pentecost, 1 Cor. xvi. 8. Hence 
the 2 years 3 months must be measured back from the pass- 
over of a. p. 54, and consequently bear date from December 51 
or January 52. 

§ 119. Thus we have the interval between Pentecost a. Ὁ. 
54, and passover, a. ἢ. 55, for the incidents related xx. 1—6, 
which is not too much, as it included a tour in Macedonia, 
xx. 2, “round about unto Illyricum,” Rom. xv. 19. 

It remains only to be remarked, that within two or three 
months of S. Paul’s arrest, Festus arrived as successor to 
Felix; after the fast (10th Tisri) of the same year, the 
Apostle is on his voyage to Rome, where he arrives, as the 
ancients declare, in the spring of a. p. ὅθ, the second year of 
Nero. ‘Two years after this conjuncture, the history of the 
Acts comes to a close. 
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NOTE. 


Mvucu, and most undue, stress has been laid on an incident related by 
Josephus in his account of his own life, as though it furnished a sure note of 
time for the determination of the year in which Felix was succeeded by 
Festus.—He says, that when he was 26 years old—therefore at the earliest 
in a.D. 62, for he was born in the Ist of Caius, Vit.1.—he went to Rome for 
the purpose of effecting the deliverance of certain priests, his familiar friends, 
whom Felix, καθ᾽ ὃν χρόνον ἐπετρόπενεν, had upon some slight and trivial 
charge sent prisoners to Rome. He effected his object by means of Poppea, 
then Nero’s wife—({she became so in a.p. 62. Tacit. Ann. xiv. 60). Upon 
this it is argued, (especially against so early a date as a.n. 55.) that neither 
was Josephus likely to delay his endeavours for the liberation of his friends, 
nor the priests themselves to remain imprisoned many years: consequently, 
that Felix may have left his government perhaps a.p. 60, but not earlier.— 
This is very inconclusive reasoning. In the first place, these priests may 
have been συνήθεις with Josephus at the time noted in c. 2. ἑ. 6. from his 
14th to his 16th year a.p. 51—53, before he joined the Essenes, with whom 
he continued three years: suppose the priests were sent off at any time 
between 53 and 55, i.e. during the two years which we assign to the 
government of Felix, and that they remained imprisoned 7 or 8 or 9 years. 
In this there is nothing surprising: the case was trivial, needed no great dis- 
patch, and was not likely to attract attention; nor have we any reason to 
suppose that the course of imperial justice was swift in such matters, even 
during the five first years of Nero. It would have been no wonder if a few 
Jewish priests had lingered on in confinement till their death, unheeded by 
any but their gaoler. “But it is very unlikely that Josephus should so 
long delay his endeavours for the liberation of his friends.” How unlikely 
at all? He was but 18 years old when Felix, by our date, left Judea: 
suppose him ever so generously interested on their behalf, what could s 
stripling do in the business? But in truth, we mistake the character of 
the man, if we rely on his own plausible, self-complacent’ account of his 
motives in this or any other business. He was, as Niebuhr somewhere 
says of him, an accomplished rogue (Ergschuft), and we shall do him no 
injustice if we represent his proceedings in this business somewhat thus :— 
He had been six or seven years in public life, when it occurred to him that 
he might now turn the misfortune of his old friends to good account for his 
own ambitious purposes. He bethought him that here was an opportunity 
of favourably introducing himself to the notice of Nero’s sometime harlot, 
now wife, the all-influential Poppea (ea diu pellex et adulteri Neronis, mox 
mariti potens, Tac. Ann. xiv. 60: she became his mistress a.p. 58. xiii. 45.) 
whose partiality to the Jewish religion was well known (θεοσεβὴς yap ἣν 
Ant. xx. 8.11.) Accordingly, he betakes himself to Rome, and after a 
perilous voyage (undertaken, if we will believe him, solely from motives of 
friendship, and above all because he learnt that his friends strictly main- 
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tained their religious obligations through all their troubles, μάλιστα δὲ 
πυθόμενος ὅτι καίπερ ἐν κακοῖς ὄντες οὐκ ἐξελάθοντο τῆς εἰς τὸ θεῖον 
εὐσεβείας, διατρέφοιντο δὲ σύκοις καὶ xapvos), arriving at Puteoli, with- 
out loss of time he contracts a friendship with one Alityrus, a person, the 
vilenees of whose character is sufficiently bespoken by the fact, that, being 
a Jew by birth, he was nevertheless as a composer, or declaimer, of mimi, 
8 special favourite of Nero: (Ἰουδαῖος τὸ γένος, μιμολόγος 8 ἦν οὗτος 
κάλλιστα τῷ Νέρωνι καταθύμιος.) By this detestable apostate he is in- 
troduced to the infamous Poppea, successfully exerts himself with her for 
the release of his friends, is besides honoured by her with great gifts and 80 
returns home: where, as was to be expected, we find him advocating the 
cause of the Romans—until self-interest preponderated on the other side. 
This I take to be a much likelier account of his motives and conduct than 
that which supposes him full of a generous and disinterested zeal in the 
cause of his friends. Hence I see no difficulty in construing this note of 
time in accordance with that noticed in the text, although I admit that the 
priests were sent to Rome by Felix, and that Josephus visited Rome in the 
course of a.p. 62—63. I perceive, however, that Mr. Greswell, iv. 234, 
suggests that the mission “is ascribed by a lapse of memory to Felix 
instead of Festus.” This is an unnecessary, as well as a violent expedient: 
besides, Mr. G. is inclined to identify this incident with that mentioned in 
Ant. xx. 8. 11; which is wholly improbable. These priests were sent as 
prisoners to take their trial, those as delegates at their own request. 

To speak now of this latter incident, which falls in the time of Festus, 
and so may afford a note of time in connexion with this procurator:—the 
history of this government occupies two sections in Ané. xx. 8., viz. 10 and 
11. He rid the province, in great measure, of the banditti who infested it 
(comp. 8. J. ii. 14. 1.) At this conjuncture, xara τοῦτον τὸν καιρόν, 
Agrippe erected a building near the Temple, and commanding a view of its 
inner courts, so that the priests were overlooked while in discharge of their 
duties. The Jews taking offence at this, reared a high wall which inter- 
cepted the view not only from Agrippa’s dining-room, but from the western 
porch in which the Roman troops were stationed in time of the festivals. 
Agrippa, and especially Festus, were indignant, and insisted that the wall 
should be taken down. The Jews requested and obtained permission to 
refer the matter to Cesar, and accordingly sent ten leading men and Ismiéel 
the high priest and Helkias the treasurer. And Nero having heard their 
matter, not only pardoned what had been done, but permitted them to 
leave the wall standing, τῇ γυναικὶ Ποππηΐᾳ, θεοσεβὴς yap ἦν, ὑπὲρ τῶν 
Ἰουδαίων δεηθείσῃ χαριζόμενος. It is added, that Poppea dismissed the 
ten, but detained Helkias and Ismael as hostages in attendance upon herself. 

Now if the phrase “Nero’s wife” be not a mere emphemistic anticipation 
(which doubtless it may be, for we know from Tacitus that Poppea could 
do what she would with Nero not less as his harlot, than when she became 
his wife), this mission must be referred to some time after the summer of 
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4.D. 62, and Festus would be still procurator in a.p. 62. For the death 
of Festus, in his government, is evidently placed after the conclusion 
of this dispute, Ant. xx. 9.1. And indeed it may be shown that Poppea 
was barely married before Festus’s death; for his successor Albinus, sent 
out when the intelligence of the procurator’s decease had reached Nero, 
was certainly in his government in October, a.p. 62. This point is thus 
proved:—Jesus son of Ananus, the prophet of “woe to Jerusalem!” con- 
tinued his denunciations through a period of 7 years and 5 months until his 
death, during the siege. B. J. vi. 5.3. Mereover, he began to utter his 
fearful outcry at a feast of Tabernacles when Albinus was in office, πρὸ 
τεσσάρων ἐτών τοῦ πολέμου. Now Josephus ordinarily dates the begin- 
ning of the war from the spring of a.p. 66.—its true, ie. more decided, 
commencement lies in October of that year. Both notes accord: for the 
Scenopegia of a.p. 62, lies 33 years before the one, and just 4 years before 
the other epoch: and from the same festival to the beginning of the siege 
are 7 years, 6 months. There can be no doubt then, that Albinus was in 
office during that feast, i.e. in Oct. a.p.62. This point proved, it follows 
that Poppea was not married at the time in question; i.e. that the depu- 
tation lies before June, a.p. 62. For this is the order of events: Agrippa, 
hearing that Ismael was to be detained at Rome, gives the high priesthood 
to Simon Kabi: Festus dies; Agrippa deposes Simon and makes Ananus 
his successor; Ananus takes advantage of the interim between the death 
of the procurator and the arrival of his successor, to inflict capital punish- 
ment on certain offenders; the Pharisees (Ananus being a Sadducee) 
are indignant, and send to Albinus, then at Alexandria on the way to 
his government, a complaint against this illegal act; Albinus sends a 
threatening letter to Ananus, whom Agrippa, for this, deposes after he 
had been high priest three months. It is impossible to crowd all these 
incidents into the interval between the marriage of Poppea and the arrival 
of Albinus, which interval is itself at most three months. It follows, then, 
that the exercise of Poppea’s influence on behalf of Ismael and his col- 
leagues preceded the arrival of Albinus by a space of time sufficient, at 
least, to include the following items: 1. A voyage from Rome (ταῦτα αἷς 
ἐπύθετο, xx. 8. 11. fin.), 2. the term of high priesthood of Joseph Kabi, 
3. the three months of Ananus. It is not likely that the second of these 
items occupied less than half-a-year, and it might occupy twice or thrice 
that length of time. Hence it is uncertain by what exact space the eleva- 
tion of Joseph, and consequently, the hearing of the deputation at Rome 
preceded Oct. a.p. 62. In other words, the time of Festus’s death and of 
the appointment of Albinus is so far open to dispute’. It is possible, then, 


1 Since Josephus visited Rome when | was in consequence of the report which 
he had completed his 26th year, i.e. ἃ, ἢ. | they brought home of Poppea’s friendly 
63, Poppea was at that time certainly | disposition towards the Jews, that Jose- 
married : and his visit lies at least a year | phus conceived the design of going to 
after that of the deputies. Perhaps it | Rome for the purpose of ingratiating 
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and fur ought that appears, not unlikely, that Albinus arrived in the 
province in a.p. 61., for there is no reason to suppose that the feast of 
Tabernacles at which Jesus son of Ananus was brought before him, was the 
first festiva] that had occurred since his arrival. And indeed if the cele- 
brated clause concerning James in Ant. xx. 9. 1. καὶ παραγαγὼν εἰς 
αὐτὸ [τὸν ἀδελφὸν Ἰησοῦ τοῦ Aeyouevov Χριστοῦ, Ἰάκωβος ὄνομα aire | 
καί τινας ἑτέρους, be substantially genuine, of which I see no cause to doubt, 
the ancient christian tradition concerning the year and time of S. James's 
martyrdom establishes this point. For Hegesippus (Rell. Sacc. i. 194.) re- 
lates that the martyrdom happened at a passover, and S. Jerome, Script. 
Ecel. Cat. 2, on the authority of the Hypotyposes of 8. Clement, assigns it to 
the 7th of Nero, i.e. a.p. 61: so does Eusebius, Chron. Armeno-lat., and 
Syncellus, i. 634. If this be true, Festus died before the passover of that 
year, Ananus was high priest during the passover, Albinus reached Judea 
in the course of the following summer, Joseph Kabi was high priest in 
A.D. 60, and the deputation was sent in a.p. 59 or 60. 

The time at which Gessius Florus, the last procurator before the de- 
struction of Jerusalem, succeeded to Albinus is thus made out. The war 
broke out in the 2nd year of Florus and 12th of Nero, in the month of 
April, Ant. xx. 11. 1, therefore in a.p. 66, for the Ist of Nero began 13 Oct. 
a.D. 54. Therefore Florus began at some time between April 64 and 
April 65.—Hence the order of succession is as follows: 


Felix arrived in Judea as procurator, A.D....0...00-.seserseereesees 53 
Festus..........0c:sccscesseees (Summer) . a.p.. έν, δ 
Albinus (on the death of Festus) soon after the passover .. 61 
Gessius Florus between (April)..............::0cceseee ἐένενν 64 ‘and 65 


himself with her. This order of events 
likewise serves to shew of how small im- 
portance his friends the priests must have 
been. If their persons or cause had been 
of much moment, surely the deputies, or 
Ismael and Helkias who were detained at 


the empress’s court, would have brought 
forward their matter. As they did not 
80, it is all the more likely that these men 
were friendless and uninfluential : which 
is sufficient to account for their long de- 
tention. 
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SUMMARY OF THE PRECEDING RESULTS. 


3 


18 Mar. The Passion. 
8 May. Pentecost. 

Dee. or Jan. a.p. 30. Martyrdom of 8. Stephen. 

Spring or Summer, Conversion of 8, Paul. 

Tabernacles (about): Conversion of Cornelius. 

Passover? 8. Paul’s first visit to Jerusalem. 

After Passover. Dispersion of the Apostles. 

SS. Barnabas and Paul at Antioch. 

Passover. Imprisonment of S. Peter, preceded by the martyrdom 
of S. James, son of Zebedee. 8S. Barnabas and Paul at Jerusa- 
lem, (Gal. ii. 1.) 

Pentecost. Mission of Barnabas and Paul to the Gentiles. 

Autumn? Barnabas and Paul at Antioch. S. Peter, Gal. ii. 

End (or 48 begin.) Council at Jerusalem. 

Spring. 8. Paul’s second circuit in Asia: first in Galatia. 

Spring. 8. Paul called into Macedonia: residence of some weeks 
at Philippi, Thessalonica, Bercea, Athens. Jews expelled from 
Rome early in this year: 20,000 Jews lose their lives at the 
Passover. S. Paul at Corinth, about Midsummer. 


ae 


ὃ ὃ 


. 50, end or 51 beg. 8. Paul before Gallio. 


51. Passover or Pentecost. S. Paul at Jerusalem: short stay at An- 
tioch: third tour in Asia. 

51, end or 52 beg. S. Paul at Ephesus. 

54. Passover. S. Paul sends Timothy and Erastus before to Mace- 
donia and Corinth: remains at Ephesus until Pentecost. Up- 
roar of the artizans. Departure from Ephesus, tour through 
Macedonia, all the summer. 

54. end. 8. Paul winters at Corinth, three months: journeys over- 
land to Philippi: 

55. Passover: at Troas. 

Pentecost: at Jerusalem. 
Autumn: voyage to Rome. 
Winter: in Malta. 
56. Spring. Arrival at Rome. 
58. End of the two years noted by 8S. Luke. 


SECTION II. 


CHRONOLOGY OF THE WRITINGS OF THE APOSTLES AND 
EVANGELISTS. 


I. THE EPISTLES OF S. PAUL. 


(1) THE EPISTLE TO THE GALATIANS. 


§ 121. Tne first recorded visit of S. Paul to Galatia 
occurred during the second circwit. If this was really the first 
visit, the Epistle to the Galatians cannot be placed earlier than 
a.v. 48. It is remarkable however, that this epistle contains 
no allusion to the decrees of the council: whence some have 
inferred that it was written before the council was held, ἑ. δ. in 
the heat of the disputes at Antioch which gave occasion to the 
council. The epistle, it is said, is addressed not exclusively to 
the churches of Galatia properly so called, which is first men- 
tioned in S. Paul's history at Acts xvi. 6, but to Galatians in a 
wider sense of the term, which includes, according to Ptolemy 
γ. 3, nearly the whole of Phrygia, Pisidia and Lycaonta. But 
Ptolemy's definition must surely be intended, not for Galatia 
as such, but for the territory subject to the kings or tetrarchs 
of Galatia. The last of these, Amyntas, who died a.p. 26, 
possessed proper Galatia and Pisidia with some districta of 
Lycaonia and Pamphylia, Dion. Cass. xlix. 32. Strabo, xii. 569. 
After his death, Galatia with Lycaonia formed one province, 
Dion. Cass. lili. 26, and this seems to have continued down to 
the time of Galba, when Galatia was united with Paphlagonia, 
Tacit. Hist. ii. 9.1. Now since S. Luke and all contemporary 
writers (e.g. Plin. H.N. ν. 25.) clearly distinguish Lycaonia 
and Pisidia from Galatia, it is very unlikely that S. Paul would 
address the churches of the two former regions under the name 
Galata. Were it necessary to suppose the epistle written 
before the second circuit in Asia, it were far lees improbable to 
assume that the Galate of this epistle were converted while 
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Paul and Barnabas preached in the περίχωρος Λύστρας καὶ 
Δέρβης, Acts xiv. 6, 7.—And doubtless the supposition that 
the Galatian churches were founded during the first circuit has 
this circumstance in its favour, that Barnabas is spoken of in 
this epistle as well known to the Galatians: for Barnabas was 
not with Paul on the second circuit. But the Apostles si- 
lence on the subject of the decrees, is not hard to account for. 
He breaks off, from the tone of narrative, into expostulation 
and reproof, just where the next thing to be mentioned, after 
the notice of Peter's dissimulation, was the settling of the 
matter in controversy by the apostles and elders at Jerusalem. 
(ii. 15, or iii. 1.) With respect to their knowledge of Barnabas, 
they may have had it in some other way: 6.9. he may have visited 
them in the interval between S. Paul’s first preaching and the 
epistle. On the whole, it must be admitted, I think, that the 
matter is doubtful; and I should content myself with saying, 
that the epistle was written at some time between a.p. 47, 
before the council, and a.p. 51. (5. Paul’s third tour in Asia). 
Nor indeed do I see what objection could be conclusively urged 
against the view taken by Neander, Pfla. u. Leit. i. 291. viz. 
that it was written during the apostle’s residence at Ephesus 
after the third tour in Asia. Mr. Greswell, I perceive, takes 
the same view, iv. 173, ff. but upon grounds which appear to 
me unsatisfactory’. 


(2.) THE EPISTLES TO THE THESSALONIANS. 


§ 122. Ir is evident that the first epistle was written 
after S. Paul’s stay at Athens, iii. 1, and after his arrival in 
Achaia, i. 7, 8, therefure some time in the year 49. The se- 
cond epistle, having been written to obviate a misconception 


1 The point is not of sufficient import- 
ance for an examination of the argu- 
ments : but I may remark, that the argu- 
ment derived from τὸ πρότερον, Gal. iv. 
13, as if it must needs mean the former 
of two occasions, both of which were past, 
“and consequently must distinctly imply 
that he had been fvice in Galatia, but 
neither more nor less than fwice, before 


he wrote the epistle,’’ is very weak. 
IIpérepos of course means the earlier of 
two, but whether both are past, or one 
present or in contemplation, the context 
must determine: and τὸ πρότερον here, 
as in innumerable other passages, is 
simply τὸ ‘wpiv, “aforetime’”’ (for the 
N. T. see Joh. vi. 62. ix. 8.) 


§ 122, 123.] 
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occasioned by the first, may be assigned to the same period, 
namely, to the year 49 or 50, before S. Paul’s departure from 


Corinth. (Comp. supra § 118.) 


(3.) THE FIRST EPISTLE TO THE CORINTHIANS:. 


§123. Tis epistle was written from Ephesus, (xvi. 8) where, 
at the time of writing, S. Paul purposed to tarry until Pentecost. 


* It in inferred from 1 Cor. v. 9, by 
most modern commentators, since Calvin, 
and by aii recent German critics, that 
S. Paul had written an earlier epistle, 
which is now lost. So far as the article 
is concerned, the epistle spoken of may 
be that which the apostle was then 
writing: this is manifest from Rom. xvi. 
22. Col. iv. 16. 1 Thess. v. 27. 2 Thess. 
iii. 14. There is nothing parallel to our 
passage in 2 Cor. vii. 7. (which is quoted 
as decisive), inasmuch as the context of 
that passage plainly shews that a former, 
not the present, letter is the subject of 
discourse. Neither does ὄγραψα make 
any difficulty. It belongs to the episto- 
lary style that the aorist of this verb is 
often used in reference to something im- 
mediately preceding, not instead of yé- 
γραφα of γράφω, by an “enallage of 
tenses,” as the grammarians and critics 
of a former generation used to speak, but 
where one or other of those tenses might 
have been used with equal propriety. Of 
this we have clear instances in ix. 15. of 
this epistle, οὐκ ἔγραψα ταῦτα, refer- 
ring to vv. 4-14, Philem. v.19. éyo Παῦ- 
dos ὄγραψα τῇ ἐμῇ χειρί, ἐγὼ ἀποτίσω, 
referring to v.18. so ἐδ. 21. Gal. vi. 11. 
Rom. xv.15. 1 Pet. v.12. 1 Joh. ii. 21. 26. 
v. 13. So in our passage éypawva may refer 
to the verses immediately preceding, 1-8. 
Not adverting to this very common use of 
the aorist, some critics have imagined 
that the thrice repeated ἔγραψα in 1 Joh. 
ii. 13, 14. refers to an earliet writing of 
the apostle; to a lost epistle (Michaelis, 


9 


Anmerk. in 1.) or to his gospel (Lange) : 
others again have confounded it with 
γράφω, thus obliterating the evidently- 
studied emphasis of the passage : in fact, 
ἔγραψα refers to the preceding context 
i. 5—ii. 1], as γράφω does to the subse- 
quent context fi, 16—iii. 22. (See Liicke’s 
ingenious and beautiful exposition of this 
passage ).—But, itis objected, ἐν τῇ ἐπισ- 
τολῇ is “strangely superfluous” (Meyer 
in 1) if the reference be to the verses im- 
mediately preceding. Not at all, if the 
apostle meant to intimate that the precept 
was delivered in this very epistle. If it 
had been “‘I wrote to you to separate 
from among you him that hath done this 
thing,”’ the addition might have been su- 
perfiuous : for no one would fail to per- 
ceive that he was carrying on the subject 
on which he had begun to touch. On 
the other hand, if it had been, “ I wrote 
to you not to keep company, &c.”” the 
readers might have asked, When? in 
some former, or in the present letter? 
What precedes is an injunction concern- 
ing an individual case: after a brief di- 
gression, he resumes the subject ; and as 
the thought which he was about to ex- 
press shaped itself in his mind in the 
form of a general rule, he might very na- 
turally and not at all unnecessarily knit 
the general rule about to be enunciated 
to the specific direction just before given, 
by premising ἐν τῇ ἐπιστολῇ : g.d. Ye 
see by this present letter—in that I have 
enjoined you to separate the evil-doer 
from among you—that I enjoin you to 

have 


130 CHRONOLOGY OF THE APOSTOLIC HISTORY. [CH. Π. 8. il. 
The allusions to the paschal solemnity, v. 7, 8, imply that it 
was written about the time of the passover, but rather before 
than after it—-Apollos had been at Corinth, iii. 4, but was 
returned to Ephesus, xvi. 12.—Timothy was absent on ἃ mission 
into Greece and was to be expected at Corinth. Now when 
S. Paul arrived at Ephesus, Apollos was at Corinth, xix. 1: ¢.e. 
in the beginning of a.p. 52. This epistle then was certainly 
not written before the second year of the residence at Ephe- 
sus, (A.D. 53.) And it follows from the mention of Timothy 
that it was written in the third year (a.p. 54.): for Acts xix. 
22. ff. ‘‘Paul” (towards the close of his residence) “ purposed 
when he had passed through Macedonia and Achaia to go to 
Jerusalem: so he sent into Macedonia Timothy and Erastus, but 
himself abode in Asia for a season.”"—-We may therefore rea- 
sonably assign as the date of this epistle, the passover-time of 
A.D. 54°. 


(4.) THE SECOND EPISTLE TO THE CORINTHIANS. 


§ 124. Ar the writing of this epistle, the Apostle had 
left Ephesus, i. 8, and had arrived in Macedonia by way of 
Troas, ii. 12, 13; vii. 5; viii. 1; ix. 3. Titus, whom he 
had sent before (perhaps as the bearer of the first epistle) 
and expected to meet at Troas, joined him in Macedonia, 
and brought intelligence of the wholsome effect produced 
by the former epistle. He writes to prepare the Corinth- 
ians for a second visit® (xiii. 10), which took place that 


have no company with fornicators—The 
sense by this addition would become equi- 
valent to this: Ταῦτα éypawa, μὴ θέλων 
ὑμᾶς συναναμ. wépvois.—This passage 
therefore is inconclusive : it may refer, no 
doubt, to an earlier communication, but 
it admits, so far as the words go, of being 
referred to the very letter which the A pos- 
tle was then writing. 

? The subscription in the Vulgate text, 
ἐγράφη ἀπὸ Φιλίππων, was probably 
derived from xvi. 5, Μακεδονίαν γὰρ 
διέρχομαι. Cod. B. has ἐγράφη ἀπὸ 


᾿Εφέσον. 

3. Erasmus, Baronius, Mill, and many 
others of the elder commentators, infer 
from passages of this epistle that S. Paul 
had been already éevice at Corinth before 
it was written: and this is the view of 
all the recent and contemporary German 
writers whom I have consulted. Paley, 
in his Hore Pauline (2 Cor. Noe xi.), 
treats this view as if it rested only on 
one passage (xiii. 1), and as if it re- 
quired the epistle to be placed after 
the second of the two visits recorded 


ᾧ 124.] 


winter, Actes xx. 1, 2. 


in the Acts. But the commentators 
allege other passages, and place the 
second visit between the two mentioned 
byS. Luke. (Thus Baronius, Michaelis, 
Anger, in his essay on the Chronology 
of the Acts, make the second visit a re- 
turn to Corinth after an absence during 
the term of 18 months, mentioned Acts 
xviii. 11. Others, as Olshausen, Ritck- 
ert, Meyer, refer it to the two years’ resi- 
dence at Ephesus, Acts xix.10. Lastly, 
Neander, Pla, εἰ. Leit. i. 329. makes it 
8 passing visit, ἐν παρόδῳ, 1 Cor. xvi. 7, 
during the tour of visitations, Acts xviii. 
23, which he thinks must have extended 
from Phrygia along the coast of the Me- 
diterranean, and included a voyage into 
Greece.) The argument for this view 
may be stated thus: 

(1.) 2 Cor. xii. 13.14, the apostle ob- 
viously means, that as he had already 
twice resided at Corinth without burthen- 
ing the church, so neither will he bur- 
then them now in this intended third 
sojourn : αὐτὸς éye οὗ κατενάρκησα ὑμῶν 


«ἰδοῦ τρίτον τοῦτο ἑτοίμως ἔχω ἐλθεῖδ 


πρὸς ὑμᾶς καὶ ob καταναρκήσω : where, 
if the meaning be, that he now for the 
third time announces his intention, we 
must supply, ‘‘ and this time I will do as 
IT say,” which does not fit well into the 
context. 

(2.) ἰϊ.1. τὸ μὴ πάλιν ἐν λύπῃ πρὸς 
ὑμᾶς ἐλθεῖν, implies that he had once al- 
ready come to them in sorrow, i.e. in the 
exercise of a painful severity : for πάλιν, 
by its position, belongs to the entire 
clause ἐν λύπῃ éXOctv.—So xii. 3]. μὴ 
πάλιν ἐλθόντος μον ταπεινώσει μα ὁ 
Θεός pov, πάλιν is superfluous (for ν. 20. 
we had μή πως ἐλθών without the ad- 
verb) if it belong only to ὀλθόντος, and 
not to the whole clause: “lest a second 
time at my coming God humble me.”’ 
But the first visit, described Acts xvili., 
was not sorrowful and humiliating ; these 
circumstances, therefore, bespeak a se- 
cond visit which was so. 

(3.) Hence xiii. 1, though it admits, 
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Hence the time of this epistle 


per se, of a different interpretation, may 
and should be understood thus, ‘I am 
now about to pay you ἃ third visit,”— 
‘“*and then I will sit in judgment, hear 
evidence, and decide according to the 
testimony of two or three witnesses. I 
have told you before, and do tell you be- 
fore, as I did when present the second 
time (at my second visit), so at this time 
in my absence...that if I come again I 
will not spare.” Thus Meyer interprets, 
weakly enough. But Neander thus: 
“and as in the mouth of two or three 
witnesses every word shall be establish- 
ed, so what I now threaten for the second 
and third time shall be fulfilled. I have 
forewarned you [viz. during my second 
visit], and I forewarn you the second 
time (τὸ deérepoy) as if I were present 
(ὡς παρών), although I am absent now 
(viv, this last warning opposed to the 
former when he waé present), that if I 
come again I will not spare (will not be 
so lenient as on the second visit).’’ 

But, to begin with the last of these 
passages: surely the several numerical 
statements, the τρίτον τοῦτο, δύο καὶ 
τριῶν μαρτύρων, and τὸ δεύτορον, must 
all have the same reference. And so they 
have, if we interpret the passage in con- 
nexion with the facts of the case. Name- 
ly, the apostle thrice sent word, twice 
before this epistle was sent, that he was 
coming. First, he sent word from Ephe- 
sus before the first epistle was sent, that 
he would take Corinth in his way to Ma- 
cedonia, 2 Cor. i. 15-17, (where, by the 
bye, δευτέραν χάριν shews conclusively 
that this would have been the second 
visit). How this first announcement was 
sent I need not stop to enquire, it is 
enough that it reached Corinth before 
the first epistle. Next, he saw good to 
change his original purpose, and an- 
nounced by his first epistle that now 
(ἄρτι) he purposed not to take them in 
passing, but to terminate his tour by a 
longer sojourn at Corinth, 1 Cor. xvi. 5-7. 
Comp. iv. 17-19. And now for the third 


92 time 
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manifestly lies between the Pentecost and the winter of the 


time he announces by his second epistle 


from Macedonia that he will do as he had | 


said in the former epistle. The empha- 
sis of the enumeration here (xiii. 1), and 
xii. 14, is explained by the insinuation 
of his adversaries that he would not come, 
1 Cor. iv. 17-19. This then is what he 
says: “1 now announce to you for the 
third time, I am coming: in the mouth 
of two witnesses and of three shall every 
word be established : this third announce- 
ment shall make all sure. I have fore- 
warned and do forewam you that if I 
come again, I will not spare: I have 
forewarned you [twice already, first when 
I first sent word that I was coming ;] 
the second time in my former epistle 
when I addressed you, ws παρων, as 
though I had been present, and now 
being absent, I repeat the warning for 
the third time.”” But why does he thus 
describe the second warning ? plainly with 
reference to what he had said in the first 
epistle: “Some are puffed up, as though 
I would not come,. but I will come 
speedily...shall I come with a rod, &c.: 
It is commonly reported that there is 
fornication among you....and are ye 
puffed up, and have not rather mourned 
that the guilty person be removed from 
among you? ἐγὼ μὲν γὰρ ἀπὼν τῷ σώ- 
pare παρὼν δὲ τῷ πνεύματι ἤδη 
κέκρικα ‘QE ΠΑΡΩΝ τὸν οὕτως x. 7.A.”” 
1 Cor. ν. 8. This is completely paral- 
lel to, and explanatory of, our passage, 
which thus imterpreted has emphasis 
and rhetorical concinnity. The gram- 
matical construction is, wpoelpyxa καὶ 
προλέγω, we παρὼν [προὔλεγον] τὸ δεύ- 
τερον, καὶ ἀπὼν [προλέγω] νῦν: the 
“προείρηκα includes the first and second 
announcements, of which however he spe- 
cifies only the second, and because that se- 
cond came by letter at a time when he had 
promised to be with them in person, and 
his adversaries had put an evil construc- 
tion upon his continued absence, there- 
fore he now hints at what he had before 


said, vis. that his former injunction by 
letter had all the force of his personal 
presence: hence the antithesis here be- 
tween παρών and drwy, to which he re- 
verts again at v.10, ταῦτα ἀπὼν γράφω 
ἵνα παρὼν py κι τ.λ. 

As for the first argument, it is suffici- 
ent, now, to observe that τρίτον τοῦτο 
refers to the whole clause following, ér. 
ἔχω ἐλθεῖν π.ὖ. καὶ οὐ καταναρκήσω : 
g-@. I have been with you once and 
did not burthen you, I am ready to come 
again and will not burthen you, and this 
I announce now for the third time: I said 
so in my first announcement, I said it in 
my former epistle, (ix. 15. ff.). I now 
say it again.” 

And for the second; we need not, 
with Theodoret, restvict the πάλιν in ii. 
1. to ἐλθεῖν alone, for of course it belongs 
to the whole clause; ner, with Chrysos- 
tom, interpret the former “ sorrowful 
coming” to mean (absolutely ) the former 
epistle; the meaning is, 1 was αἱ Jirst, 
#. 6. at my first message, minded to come 
to you direct from Ephesus, which would 
have been a sorrowful visit; but I have 
determined not to do so again : the πάλιν 
does not imply that he Aad come ἐν λύπῃ, 
but that he must have come in grief if 
his first intention had taken effect. In 
the remaining passage πάλιν obviously 
belongs to ἐλθόντος, and is no more su- 
perfluous there than ele τὸ πάλιν in xiii.2. 
following after ἔρχομαι without the ad- 
verb in v. 1. 

Since the hypothesis of three visits reats 
upon these passages, and has against it 
the silence of 5. Luke and the obvious 
import of 2 Cor. i. 15, it is now suffici- 
ently disproved. In a previous note, 
it was argued that 1 Cor. v. 9, does 
not necessarily imply a former epistle. 
In connexion with the present discus- 
sion, I think it not unlikely that in point 
of fact ἐν τῇ ἐπιστολῇ does refer to 
a brief written communication in which 
the apostle announced the intention de- 
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ᾧ 125.] 
year in which S. Paul left Ephesus, in our chronology a. νυ. 
54". 

§ 125. Hence the vision or ecstasy mentioned, 2 Cor. xii. 2, 
according to the usual interpretation of that passage, 4. 6. 
if it speak of “a man in Christ, who, fourteen years ago, was 
caught up into heaven, &c.” must be referred to a.pv. 40, or 
41, one of the years during which we have no explicit infor- 
mation about S. Paul. But it seems to me, that this is neither 
the necessary, nor the true meaning of that passage. I render 
it thus’: “ J knew α person in Christ fourteen yoars ago ;” t.6. a 
person who had been fourteen years in Christ, and then was 
caught up, é&c. : that is, I refer the words πρὸ ἐτῶν δεκατεσσά- 
ρων not to ἁρπαγέντα, but to ἄνθρωπον ev Χριστῷ ae. ὄντα, 
or γενόμενον. Then the expression ἄνθρ. ev Xp. is emphatic, 
as much as to say, “no novice, to be puffed up, but an old 
disciple, one who had been in Christ many years.” S. Paul, it 
seems to me, is here reciting the cardinal events of his history, 
those on which his apostleship to the Gentiles hinged, in much 
the same way as he does in Gal. i. ii. There he mentions, 
under that point of view, two visits to Jerusalem, the first 
after his escape from Damascus, the second δ᾽ ἐτῶν δεκαττεσ- 
capwy. Both occasions, we know from his own statement 
were rendered memorable to him by visions or revelations: 


scribed in 2 Cor. i. 15. ff. and gave them 
a brief hint concerning their duty, μὴ ov- 
ναναμίγνυσθε wépyvois. 

4 From the expression viii. 10; ix. 2. 
ἀπὸ πέρυσι, it has been inferred that S. 
Paul wrote after the beginning of a new 
year, therefore after 1 Tisri: for ἀπὸ 
“τερύσε does not mean “a year ago,” but 
<‘ last year” (ims vorigen Jahre, Meyer): 
“since ye have already made a begin- 
ning, last year, not only to do (the thing, 
i.e. to make a collection for the saints), 
bat to do it willingly:”’ and if he wrote 
this at any time before 1 Tisri (a.p. 54.) 
he speaks of a time anterior to 1 Tisri 58, 
seven or eight months before the First 
Epistle to the Corinthians. I do not per- 


A.D. 54), may have been begun many 
months before. It is, however, in itself 
probable, that our epistle was written 
several months after the departure from 
Ephesus. 

3 So, I perceive, Grotius explains it : 
hominem talem qui per annos 14 jam 
Christo serviat. The commentators who 
take the other interpretation, account for 
the mention of the time by considerations 
which seem far-fetched: e.g. 8. Chry- 
sostom, that S. Paul had held his peace 
about this memorable grace fourteen 
years, and would still have continued si- 
lent, but that the adversaries constrained 
him “to glory.” Bengel: that speaking 


of himself in the third person as of a 


ceive the cogency of this argument: for | stranger, he naturally mentions the time : 
the collection, although the first mention | nam longo tempore alius a se quisque 
of it occurs at 1 Cor. xvi. 1. (passover, | factus videtur. 
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on the former occasion, the Lord appeared to him in the 
Temple, saying, “I will send thee far hence to the Gentiles,” 
Acts xxii. 21; on the second, he went up κατ᾽ ἀποκάλυψιν. 
Gal. ii. 1, 2. Here in 2 Cor. xi. he is speaking of “ visions 
and revelations of the Lord :” he has just before spoken of his 
escape from Damascus, which is the first of the two conjunc- 
tures on which he lays such stress in his argument with the 
Galatians: and immediately after, he speaks of a specific re- 
velation in connexion with a note of time precisely similar 
to that by which he characterizes the second of those conjunc- 
tures in the other epistle. Hence it seems probable, prima 
facie, that the time denoted by the phrase, πρὸ dexar. ἐτ. in 
2 Cor. xii. may be the same as that denoted by the phrase δι᾽ er. 

dexat. in Gal. ii.; that the rapture or ecstasy of the man who 
had been in Christ fourteen years, refers to the same great 
event in S. Paul’s history as is referred to in Gal. 11. 1: “then, 
after 14 years, (viz. after his conversion] I went up to Je- 
rusalem....caT ἀποκάλυψιν." And this inference is confirmed, 
to my mind, by an attentive consideration of the scope of the 
whole passage and its context.—E: καυχάσθαι δεῖ Ta τῆς 
ασθενείας μον καυχήσομαι, xi. 80. This is not the conclusion of 
the preceding recital, in which he has been comparing himself 
with his antagonists, generally, ὁ. 21; as a Jew, 22; 88 a 
laborious minister of Christ, 28 -- 29; for these particulars belong 
to the declaration of his τολμᾶν, 9. 21, which is the antithesis 
to ag@eveta. He says, I have as strong grounds of boldness as 
any man can have: but I waive these, and whereas these men 
who are so highly emboldened by a sense of their prerogatives 
disdain me as “weak,” (κατὰ ἀτιμίαν λέγω ws ὅτι ἡσθενήκαμεν 
21.) ὁ. 6. as one who is conscious of a want of the like authority 
and prerogatives, I will boast of the things which pertain to my 
“‘ weakness.” This verse then, is introductory to what follows, 
3.6. to a recital τῶν τῆς ἀσθενείας, of the occasions, grounds or 
circumstances of that position and attitude of S. Paul in the 
church, which his opponents called ἀσθένεια, especially how it 
came to pass, that he waived those prerogatives: comp. Phil. 11]. 
3-8. After solemn protestation of his veracity, he begins the 
recital calmly, as if he were about to deliver a detailed account 
of his commission to the apostolate of the Gentiles. That 
commission, we know, was first given in a vision which he had 
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at Jerusalem, three years after his conversion, immediately 
after his escape from Damascus. Accordingly, he relates the 
circumstances of his escape, as if he were about to give the 
whole history of his commission with the like circumstantiality of 
detail: ¢.g. in the words of Acts xxii. 17. “And when I was 
come to Jerusalem, as I was praying in the temple, I fell into 
an ecstasy and saw the Lord, who said to me, ὅσο. But, 
whether carried away by the vehemence of his feelings, or per- 
haps reflecting that they to whom he was writing, knew these 
passages of his personal history already, he presently breaks off 
from the tenor and tone of detailed narration,—breaks off, be 
it observed, at the very point where the next thing to be 
narrated was a vision and revelation,—and falls back mto 
the tone of argument and remonstrance. Καυχᾶσθαι δεῖ, ov 
συμφέρον μὲν, ἐλεύσομαι δὲ καὶ εἰς ὀπτασίας καὶ ἀποκαλύψεις 
Κυρίου : g.@. You doubtless know what befel me in Jerusalem 
after that escape from Damascus: you cannot be ignorant of 
the memorable communications which thenceforth, on two 
distinct occasions, were made to me in the spirit by the 
Lord! You compel me to glory, inexpedient though it be, 
and I must remind you of those visions and revelations, and 
apprise you how they were concerned in my “‘ weakness” (as ye 
speak). You are aware then that there was once a man, who, 
when he had been fourteen years in Christ, was rapt out of the 
bodily consciousness even into the third heaven—a man, who 
in like manner was rapt into paradise, and heard unspeakable 
words? Ye know the matter of these communications, how that 
the Gentiles should be fellow-heirs, and the grace therein given 
unto me that J should preach to the Gentiles, and the conse- 
quence thereof to me, that those things which were gain to me 
I accounted logs, renouncing all former grounds of ‘strength,’ 
so making myself “weak”?—Such, it seems to me, is the 
general drift of the discourse, in respect of the antithesis 
between the τολμᾶν and ὕβρις of the false teachers and the 
ταπεινότης and so-called ἀσθένεια of 8. Paul. Apart from 
this, it might be more generally expressed in this way: he 
is stating the grounds of that assertion, x. 6. ef τις ἐαντῷ 
πέποιθεν Χριστοῦ εἶναι, τοῦτο πάλιν λογιζέσθω ep ἑαντοῦ, 
ὅτι καθὼς αὐτὸς Χριστοῦ οὕτω καὶ ἡμεῖς. After touching 
upon other matters, he states the principal grounds of this 
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ποποίθησις at xi. 31—xii. 5, but allusively, as writing to per- 
sons who knew the facts and their bearings. Now if we 
were to search S. Paul’s history as related in the Acts and 
Epistles, for the purpose of stating on his behalf the grounds 
of his confidence that he was Christ’s apostle to the Gentiles, 
certainly we should single out (as he himself has done else- 
where, Gal. i. ii.) two particular conjunctures of his personal 
history. The first of these is clearly expressed here: the 
second, one would think, ought likewise to be expressed, and 
is, if we understand the words πρὸ eray δεκατεσσάρων in 
the proposed sense. 


(5.) THE EPISTLE TO THE ROMANS. 


§ 126. Tus epistle was written, according to the sub- 
scription, from Corinth, and sent by Phoebe, servant of the 
church at Cenchree. With this statement the internal evi- 
dence fully agrees. It was written from Corinth, xvi. 23, at 
a time when S. Paul had “no more place in these parts,” 
xv. 28, and was about to set out for Jerusalem, bearing the 
collections which had been made in Achaia and Macedonia, 
xv. 25, 26. 

Hence its date lies just before the passover of a.p. 55. 


(6) THE EPJSTLES TO THE PHILIPPIANS, EPHESIANS, 
COLOSSIANS, AND PHILEMON. 


ᾧ 127. Att these were written from Rome, during the 
Apostle’s imprisonment, which, we know from the Acts, lasted 
two whole years, Phil. i. 7. 12,18, &e. ii. 12. 23, &c. Eph. iii. 
1,13; vi. 19. Col. i. 24; i153 iv. 8, 9.18. Philem. 9, 10.13. 
It is evident that they were written in the latter of these 
two years; therefore sometime in a. vp. 57-58. 


(7.) THE EPISTLES TO TIMOTHY AND TITUS. 


§ 128. Or these, the First Epistle to Timothy and that to 
Téuse must, from the prevailing similarity both of matter and 
diction, have been written at the same time. The time of 
their composition must have been later than S. Paul's first 
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imprisonment and release: ¢.¢. later than a.p. 58. On a 
visit to Macedonia, he had left Timothy at Ephesus, i. 3, as 
perhaps at the same time, Titus in Crete. In the Acts, there 
is no conjuncture to which these incidents can be referred. 
He requires Titus to come to him at Nicopolis (in Epirus), 
for there he has determined to winter, Tit. iii. 12. He was 
therefore at this time on the continent of Greece: but the 
exact date cannot be determined. 

The Second Epistie to Timothy was written, according to the 


subscription, “ from Rome, when Paul was brought before Nero | 


the second time.” Comp. ii. 9. iv. 6. ff. 

§ 129. That 8. Paul suffered martyrdom at Rome under 
Nero, is the concurrent belief of all antiquity. There is also 
an ancient tradition preserved by Hippolytus, that 5. Paul lived 
and preached just 35 years after his conversion. But 35 years 
measured from a. p. 30, which is this writer's date of S. Paul's 
conversion, expire in a.p. 65. And this is about the date 
assigned by the most ancient authorities. 

U.) S. Jerome places the martyrdom of SS. Peter and Paul 
in the 37th year after the Ascension. Jerome is inconsistent 
in his dates of the Crucifixion, and here as elsewhere, he may 
be relating a tradition as he found it, without caring to adjust 
it to his own views of the chronology. If so, this 37th year, 
reckoned from a. "ἡ. 29, is the year 65. 

(2.) Rufinus, in S. Hieron. Opp. v. 296, allots 24 years 
to S. Peter's presidency over the church of Rome. As 
S. Peter was commonly supposed to have first seen Rome in 
a. Ὁ. 42, the date thus obtained is 66, or perhaps 65. 

(3.) Orosius places the pestilence at Rome (which oc- 
curred in the latter part of a. p. 65) after the martyrdom of 
SS. Peter and Paul. 

(4.)  Sulpicius Severus, Hest. ii. 41, 42, places the con- 
joint martyrdom at the time when the Jews were about break- 
ing out into open revolt: this was a.p. 66. He may therefore 
mean the year 65. 

(5.) Epiphanius, Opp. i. 107, places both in the 12th of 
Nero. This began 13 Oct. a. ν. 65. 

Hence the date of the First Epistle to Timothy and of that 
to Titus lies between a. p. 58, when S. Paul’s first imprison- 
ment terminated, and a.p. 65, the year of his martyrdom. 


f 
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The date of the Second Epistle to Timothy must be a. νυ. 64 
or 65. 

§ 180. In the foregoing statement I have assumed as 
certain, that 8. Paul’s first mmprisonment did not terminate 
in his martyrdom. The assumption rests on the following 
grounds. 

(1.) It seems to me to admit of no further question that 
5. Paul’s imprisonment in Rome began a.p. 56: and the 
ecclesiastical tradition of his martyrdom in a.p. 65, is too 
constant not to command assent. That the imprisonment 
should have lasted 9 years is incredible, and altogether un- 
supported by ecclesiastical writers. Hence those moderns 
(since Petavius) who assume but one imprisonment are obliged, 
contrary to all that is known on the subject, to date the 
imprisonment at Jerusalem as late as a.v. 60, at the earliest. 

(2.) The Christian Fathers, generally, distinguish two im- 
prisonments, with a term of years between, in which they place 
the preaching of the gospel by S. Paul in Spain: so S. Atha- 
nasius, Opp. Ed. Paris, i. 956. S. Cyril. Hieros. Catech. "17. 
S. Epiphan. Her. xxvii. 6. S. Jerom. in Amos v. Heat. xi. S. 
Chrys. Pref. in Ep. ad. Hebr. Theodoret. in Phsl. i. 25. 2 Tim. 
iv. 1'7.—Euseb. H. £. 11. 22, does not mention the preaching in 
Spain, but relates the current tradition (Aoryos ἔχει) and ap- 
peals in support of it to the Second Epistle to Timothy. Now 
let it be granted that the notion of S. Paul's preaching in 
Spain originated in Rom. xv. 24. 28, still it is plain that the 
whole body of ecclesiastical writers could not be mistaken as 
to the matter of fact, whether S. Paul was twice imprisoned 
or but once. (The only ancient testimony alleged on the other 
side is that of an apocryphal writer, calling himself Abdias, 
Hist. Apost. ii. 7, 8, Fabricius, Cod. Apocr. N. T. 452, ff.) And 
indeed the tradition, or hypothesis, of S. Paul’s preaching 
in countries further west than Italy, derives no slight sup- 
port from the assertion of his contemporary, and perhaps dis- 
ciple, S S. Clement : T]avdos.. «κῆρυξ γενόμενος ἔν τε τῇ ava- 
τολῇ καὶ ἐν τῇ δύσει, τὸ γενναῖον τῆς πίστεως αὐτοῦ κλέος 
ἔλαβεν, δικαιοσύνην διδαξας ὅλον τὸν κόσμον, καὶ ἐπὶ τὸ 
τέρμα τῆς δύσεως ἐλθὼν, καὶ μαρτυρήσας ἐπὶ τῶν ἡγου- 
μένων, οὕτως ἀπηλλάγη Tou κόσμου: Ep.i. ad. Cor. §5. The 
expression τέρμα δύσεως, taken in its most obvious sense, means 
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Spain, and hence it would seem that S. Paul lived to execute 
the purpose which he had expressed several years before, Rom. 
xv. 24. If it does not mean Spain, certainly it cannot be a 
mere rhetorical flourish, meaning no more than Rome or Italy : 
Clement, writing at Rome, would never have used so unna- 
tural an hyperbole. Grant that τέρμα δύσεως may mean simply 
‘the West,” as Ernesti explains it: still this cannot be its 
meaning in this context. For he had said just before that 
Paul preached ἐπ the Hast and West, and taught the whole world 
righteousness ; when therefore he adds, καὶ ἐπὶ τὸ τέρμα τῆς 
δύσεως ἐλθών, he can only mean that the Apostle extended 
his labours far into the West. Now if Clement knew that 
S. Paul was but once in Italy and at Rome, and then as 
@ prisoner, and that his one imprisonment terminated in his 
death, with what propriety or truth could he have said of 
him that he preached in the East and West, and taught the 
whole world, then came to the extreme west, and lastly, bore 
testimony before rulers and suffered martyrdom ! 

Lastly: the epistles to Timothy and Titus are altogether 
opposed to the hypothesis of a single imprisonment. Not to 
urge that at the time when S. Paul on his voyage to Rome 
touched at Orete there seem, from 8. Luke’s silence, to have 
been no Christians in that island; those who advocate this 
view are obliged to assign the Cretan journey, Tit. i. 3, of 
which the Acts are profoundly silent, to the time of residence 
at Ephesus, Acta xix., and moreover to date the Epistle to 
Titus and the first to Timothy from Macedonia between the 
departure from Ephesus and the wintering at Corinth. Now 
at the date of these epistles S. Paul had determined (κέκρικα) 
to winter at Nicopolis, Tit. ii. 12. If he acted upon this 
intention, then this wintering must be placed during a term 
which 8. Luke dismisses with four words, διελθὼν τὰ μερῇ 
ἐκεῖνα, XX. 2. (a most unlikely supposition,) and so, after his 
repeated promises to come to Corinth, there lies a period of 
full eighteen months between his departure from Ephesus and 
arrival at that city! If he did not winter at Nicopolis, it 
implies a fickleness totally at variance with his character, that 
after promising to pass the winter at Corinth, he should then 
“resolve” to winter in Epirus, and end at last by acting 
upon his first intention. 
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Again, if S, Paul was but once a prisoner at Rome, the 
Second Epistle to Timothy is a clumsy forgery. We know 
from the Epistle to the Philippians that Timothy was with 
the Apostle during part at least of the one imprisonment: now 
the Second Epistle to Timothy is addressed as to one who 
needed to be informed of the writer's situation and prospects. 
But suppose that imprisonment to have lasted several years, 
so that Timothy was at Rome when the Epistle to the Philip- 
pians was written, and then returned to Ephesus, whence to- 
wards the close of the imprisonment, and in the near prospect 
of his martyrdom, ὃ. Paul now summoned him by this second 
epistle,—still, how is this to be reconciled with the imstruc- 
tions about “the cloak and books and parchments which were 
left at Troas with Carpus,” 2 Tim. iv. 13, and the information 
at v. 20., ““ Erastus abode at Corinth, but Trophimus [ left 
at Miletus sick?” When were the cloak and books left at 
Troas? Why, on this hypothesis, at latest, when Paul was on 
his way from Corinth to Jerusalem, Acts xx. 6, at least three 
years before the earliest date that can be assigned to this 
epistle. Again, that Erastus abode at Corinth, if this refers 
to S. Paul's final departure from Corinth on that occasion, Acts 
xx. 4, it was superfluous to inform Timothy, who was on that 
very occasion with S. Paul, and equally superfluous to inform 
him, the Bishop of Ephesus, that Trophimus was on that same 
voyage left sick at Miletus, besides the incongruity and un- 
meaningness of thus adverting to matters which happened so 
long ago. IfS. Paul was but once a prisoner at Rome, these 
three incidents must, one and all, be referred to the time of that 
voyage, and if so, he might, indeed, notice them in a first com- 
munication, at an interval of a few weeks or months after these 
things happened; but to suppose that he would write thus 
to Timothy full three years afterwards, is absurd on the face 
of it. Nay, in respect of Trophimus (unless he be a different 
person from the Ephesian of that name in the Acts) it is 
not even true: Trophimus was not left behind at Miletus on 
that occasion, but accompanied Paul to Jerusalem, where his 
presence in the Temple gave occasion to the tumult in conse- 
quence of which S. Paul was apprehended, xxi. 29. These. 
considerations are sufficient to refute this hypothesis, which 
was first, I believe, started by Petavius. We must either, 
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with the more reckless critics of the German school, deny 
the genuineness of these epistles on the ground (alleged by 
Winer, Bebl. Real-Worterd. s.v. Paulus) that it is impossible 
to reconcile their contents with the known history and chro- 
nology of S. Paul's life, or we must acquiesce in the uniform 
and unhesitating tradition of the early church, according to 
which, S. Paul was twice a prisoner at Rome’. 


(8.) THE EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS. 


§ 131. Ir this epistle was written by S. Paul, it must 
be assigned to the close of his first imprisonment at Rome: 
for xili. 19, he requests the prayers of the church that he 
‘“may be restored to them the sooner ;” ». 23 he informs them 
that Timothy is set at liberty, “ with whom,” he adda, “if he 
come sooner, I will see you,” namely, at Jerusalem. The 24th 
verse proves that it was written from Italy. This epistle, 
therefore, cannot be referred to the second imprisonment, for 
it is evident from the Second Epistle to Timothy that the 


Apostle well knew how that imprisonment would terminate. 
But indeed, I have never been able to satisfy myself, 
either by external or internal evidence, that S. Paul was the 


' An ingenious solution of the diffi- 
culty with respect to Trophimus de- 
serves to be noticed. S. Paul, it is 
said, is speaking of those persons whose 
presence as witnesses would be useful 
to him on his trial, and who had under- 
taken to come to Rome for that pur- 
pose : and he here informs Timothy, that 
one of these, Erastus, did not accom- 
pany the deputies, after all, but stayed 
behind at Corinth, while Trophimua, 
whose evidence concerning the disturb- 
ance in the Temple was peculiarly im- 
portant, was taken ill on the journey and 
left behind at Miletus; ἀπόλιπον, in the 
third person plural, “ they, the deputation, 
left him.’’ By this casualty, the apostle’s 
cause, on his approaching trial, was left 
denuded of very important evidence: 
therefore Timothy must make all the 
more haste, and must bring with him the 


books and writings—to be used also as 
evidence. On which Neander u.s. i. 
415, justly remarks, that the common 
rendering of ἀπέλιπον is much the most 
obvious, that, as Timothy himself re- 
sided at Ephesus, the circumstance of 
Trophimus’s detention must have been 
known to him, and the mention of it 
would have been accompanied with an 
ὡς otdas, or the like, and that after all, the 
evidence of Trophimus was of little im- 
portance, since the trivial charge relative 
to the riot in the Temple was not that on 
which Paul was sent to Rome. The real 
gravamen of the accusation was this, that 
he proclaimed among Roman citizens the 
downfall of the state religion, and preach- 
ed a religio nova et illicita ; and in this 
respect Trophimus could not help him 
in the least.”” 
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author of this epistle. Rather, I think it was written by 
some apostolic man, some disciple or companion of S. Paul, 
after the martyrdom of the two Apostles at Rome in the 
year 65. It is to this event, I think, that the writer refers es- 
pecially in xiii. 7: ‘‘ Remember your guides which spake unto 
you the word of God, of whom, reviewing the issue of their 
conversation (τὴν ἔκβασιν τῆς ἀναστροφῆς), imitate ye the 
faith.” In this view of the case, we must suppose that Timothy, 
in obedience to S. Paul’s injunction, had jomed him at Rome, 
and was, in consequence, cast into prison. Hence the year 
65 or 66 is the earliest date that can be assigned to this 
epistle. And certainly, it was written before the destruction 
of the Temple and cessation of the Mosaic ritual: see x. 1—3'. 


II. THE EPISTLES OF S. PETER. 


§ 132. Tue tradition according to which the Apostle 
S. Peter suffered at Rome, in the same year or at the same 
time with S. Paul, is too well attested to be set aside in the 
absence of all evidence to the contrary, and perhaps would 
never have been called in question but for the undue use 
which has been made of it in support of the pretensions of 
the see of Rome. It 1s distinctly announced by Dionysius, 
Bishop of Corinth, who wrote in the latter half of the second 
century. ‘“ Both Peter and Paul,” he says, “had planted . 
the church of Corinth, and had alike taught there, ὁμοίως δὲ 
καὶ εἰς τὴν ᾿Ιταλίαν διδάξαντες ἐμαρτύρησαν κατὰ τὸν αὐτὸν 


καιρὸν." Huseb. H. &. ii. 25. Caius the Roman presbyter, 


1 Ancient as well as modern writers 
have remarked a strong similarity of 
style and sentiment between this epistle 
and that of S. Clement to the Corinth- 
ians. S. Jerom seems to hint his belief, 
that both were written by the same hand : 
que mihi videtur characteri epistole que 
sub Pauli nomine ad Hebraos fertur 
convenire. Sed ef multis de eadem epis- 
tola non solum sensibus sed juxta ver- 
borum quogue ordinem abutitur. Om- 
nino grandis in utraque similitudo est. 
de Vir. illustr. c. 15. Grabe, Spicileg. 


Patr. t. i. recites the more obvious 
parallelisms between the two epistles. 
There can be no doubt that S. Clement 
had seen the Epistle to the Hebrews, if 
he was not the author of it. Now Cle- 
ment’s epistle was certainly written be- 
fore the destruction of the Temple: this 
may be inferred, not only from the de- 
scription of the ritual in the present tense, 
at § 41, but still more from the absence 
of all allusion to that great and signal 
catastrophe. 
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who wrote at the end of the second century, appealed, in proof 
of the fact, to the sepulchres of the two Apostles, which 
were well known in his days, and affirms that they jointly 
founded the church of Rome. (Euseb. w. 8) After the second 
century, the tradition seems to have been undoubtingly received 
by all the churches. 

§ 188. But there is a further tradition, on which Roman- 
ists have much insisted, that S. Peter visited Rome as early 
as the 2nd year of Claudius, ¢.¢. a.p. 42. There, it is said, 
he disputed with Simon Magus, and (Euseb. E. H. 11. 17.) 
conversed with Philo Judseus (who may very likely have been 
in Rome at that time: Philo de Legat. ad Catwm). The 
tradition is interesting, in connexion with that before cited, 
according to which the apostles left Jerusalem 12 years after 
the ascension, ¢.¢. about May or June, a.v. 41. If it be a fiction, 
its authors were, doubtless, guided in their choice of the year 
by the other tradition, in virtue of which the 2nd of Claudius 
was the earliest date that could be assigned to such a visit. 
Nor is the silence of S. Luke conclusive against this early 
visit, for in fact he drops the history of S. Peter after the 
conversion of Cornelius, with the exception of the imprison- 
ment in the year 44, Acts xii—But the silence of the early 
writers on this subject, it must be owned, is not so easily 
accounted for. Neither Dionysius nor Caius mentions any pre- 
sence of S. Peter at Rome before the reign of Nero: 8. Justin 
Martyr, who has so much to say about Simon Magus, never 
once hints that S. Peter was with him at Rome. Dionysius 
likewise makes the visit to Rome posterior to the preaching 
at Corinth; and it is certairi that the Gospel was not preached 
at Corinth before S. Paul's first arrival there, ¢.¢. 49 a.p.— 
Hence, and because the tradition is unnoticed by any eccle- 
siastical writer before Eusebius, it may fairly be rejected. Yet 
perhaps there is some portion of truth in it, vtz. that the 
gospel was preached at Rome, by emissaries from S. Peter, 
among the Jews, almost immediately after the dispersion of 
the Apostles. 

§ 184. That 5. Peter preached at Corinth is attested 
by the unexceptionable evidence of Dionysius, its bishop, and 
is implied in S. Paul's first epistle to that church, 1. 12; ix. 5. 
But S. Peter had left Cormth when that epistle was written 
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(Passover a.p. 54). Hence the time of his residence at 
Corinth lies between the spring of 51 and that of 54. If from 
Corinth he passed to Rome, it would seem that his residence 
there was over before the spring of 55, for in the salutations 
addressed by S. Paul, at that time, to the christians at Rome, 
no mention is made of S. Peter. Yet he was not at Jerusalem 
at the Pentecost of 55, Acts xxi. 18. How he was employed 
in the interval between this visit to Corinth, and perhaps to 
Rome, and his martyrdom, a.p. 65, we have no means of 
ascertaining. 

§ 135. The First Epistle was written from a place which 
S. Peter calls Babylon, v. 13. The ancients understand him to 
speak of Rome, by its apocalyptic name. Of the moderns, 
some suppose the literal Babylon to be meant, and infer that 
S. Peter's sphere of action lay especially among the dispersed 
Jews in the Parthian empire. (Neander, Pfla. u. Lett. p. 509.) 
Others think this Babylon was the insignificant town of that 
name in Egypt, which Strabo describes as a φρούριον ἐρυμνόν, 
and which was still standing in the 5th century. (Hest. Lausiac. 
c. 25. Neander. ὁ.) But the old Babylon, there is reason to 
believe, was almost as much a wilderness in S. Peter's time 
as it is now. Strabo applies to it the verse of a comedian, 
ἐρημία μεγαλη ‘oTw ἡ μεγαλη πόλις xvi. 1048; and Pliny, 
H. N. vi. 26. Durat adhuc th Jovis Belt templum...Catero in 
solitudinem rediit, exhausta vicinitate Seleuciee, ob id condite a 
Nicatore. (See also other passages quoted by Mr. Greswell, 
Diss. 1.° 129.) Mr. Greswell adopts the hypothesis of the 
Egyptian Babylon, in favour of which he urges the tradition 
of S. Mark's episcopate at Alexandria. ‘“S. Mark would not 
be appointed to this station but by S. Peter, who also must 
consequently have visited Alexandria,—and as S. Mark was 
clearly present with S. Peter at Babylon, when he wrote the 
epistle, if he wrote the epistle in Egyptian Babylon, they were 
both present in Egypt together.” 

§ 136. For my own part, however, I believe with the an- 
cients, that ‘‘ Babylon” here mystically denotes Rome. S. Peter 
writes on the eve of an approaching judgment, a ‘ judgment to 
begin at the House of God.” Now since the four great judg- 
ments on Jerusalem are represented (in Daniel iii.) by the mage 
of four metals, of which Babylon was the head, hence Babylon 
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is the mystical, apocalyptic name for each of the four powers 
so knit together. Of these great crises, when S. Peter wrote, 
two were past; the third empire, Rome, was about to perform 
its part as the executioner of wrath, the fourth is yet to come. 
The metropolis of the fourth power, in the Apocalypse, is called 
Babylon, yet is described in terms derived from Rome. I 
think then, that S. Peter, writing from Rome on the eve of 
the impending judgment, the third or Roman crisis of prophecy, 
might naturally, and with a significance which would be un- 
derstood by them to whom he wrote, speak of that city by 
its mystical or spiritual name. (Comp. Rev. xi. 8. “the great 
city” Jerusalem, which is spiritually called ‘Sodom and Egypt.”) 

§ 137. The epistle was sent by the hands of Silvanus 
or Silas. This person does not appear in the history of 
S. Paul after the first residence at Cormth, a.p. 49. Acts 
xvil. 15. 1 Thess. i. 1. 2 Thess. 1.1. He was originally of 
the church of Jerusalem, and a chief member of it, xv. 22, 
deputed by the council to be the bearer of the apostolic 
letters from Jerusalem, and accompanied S. Paul on his se- 
cond circuit in Asia, and thence into Greece as far as Co- 
rinth, where we lose sight of him. The next time that 
he appears, it is in the company of S. Peter, at Babylon or 
Rome. But we have seen reason to believe that S. Peter 
was at Corinth in the interval between the first and second 
residence of 8. Paul: hence it is not unlikely that Silas, being 
left by S. Paul at Corinth at the end of his first residence, 
attached himself to S. Peter on his arrival there shortly after, 
and became the companion of his travels. Thus far there is 
nothing conclusive for the date of the first epistle, for Sil- 
vanus might be with 5. Peter during his first residence in 
Rome, which, we have seen, was ended before 55 a.p. 

§ 188. From the contents of the epistle no more can 
be gathered, than that it was written at a time when the 
persecution of the Christians as κακοποίοι had begun. Hence 
some infer that it was written after 8. Paul's first imprison- 
ment at Rome, at a time when, in consequence of the reports 
scattered by Nero, the Christians were stigmatized as genus 
hominum maleficwn (Neander Pf. ὦ. Leit. p. 452). But this 
is by no means conclusive. The πειρασμὸς and πύρωσις of the 
Asiatic churches to which 5. Peter wrote, began at an earlier 

10 
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period: before the spring of a.p. 54, S. Paul had been “‘fight- 
ing with beasts at Ephesus:” even on his first arrival in 
Macedonia, the Christians are described as persons οἱ τὴν 
οἰκουμένην ἀναστατώσαντες, Acts xvii. 6: see also Acts xx. 19. 
So far, it is conceivable that S. Peter may have sent this epistle 
from Rome, about the year 54 or 55, to the Asiatic churehes, by 
the hands of Silvanus, as a person who was well known to them. 
But on the other hand, it is equally conceivable that the epistle 
was sent at a later date. At what time S. Peter returned 
to Rome we are not informed. He seems not to have been 
there at the beginning of S. Paul’s imprisonment, ¢.¢. in 
56a.p. If ecclesiastical writers give the true date of 5. Mark’s 
martyrdom in assigning it to the Sth year of Nero, which 
began 13 Oct. a.p. 61, it would follow that the first epistle 
canhot have been written later than a.p. 62. 

The epistle is addressed to the churches of Pontus, Ga- 
Istia, Cappadocia, Asia and Bithynia. Now, it does not ap- 
pear that any churches were founded by S. Paul himself m 
Pontus and Bithynia before his first imprisonment, a.p. ὅδ. 
On this account it seems likely that this epistle belongs to 
the latter part of the period which has been defined. And 
as §. Paul would in all probability have been mentioned by 
name if it was written from Rome while he was there, we 
may perhaps infer that it was written after the termination 
of the first imprisonment, ¢.¢. after a.p. 58. 

§ 189. The genuineness of the Second Epistle has often been 
called in question, but on very insufficient grounds’. If it be not 
S. Peter's, it is an imposture, for it openly pretends to be from 
him. But if it were an imposture, it would surely betray itself 
by more palpable marks of fraud than any which have been 
alleged (e. g. by Neander Pf. τ. Lett. p. 455). The prin- 
cipal objection, the diversity of style between this and the 
other epistle, is sufficiently answered by the consideration of the 
scope and character of this epistle. It is like that of S. Jude, 
and in part like the Epistles to Timothy, and that of 8. James, 
prophetical or apocalyptic. As such, it is the result of a differ- 
ent kind of inspiration, which the writer himself has described 


1 The reader who desires to see this ; Olshausen, Opusoula Theologica, 1834. 
question fully discussed, is referred ‘to | p. 1—88. : 
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i, 21. in the words ὑπὸ Πνεύματος aryiou φερόμενοι. The same 
consideration sufficiently explains the difference of style between 
the Apocalypse and the other writings of 8. John. If the 
illustration may be permitted, the difference is of the same 
sort as would appear in the poems and the correspondence of 
the same writer.—The objection which is derived from the 
use made in this epistle of the very words of S. Jude, is of 
no moment: the Old Testament prophets, it is well known, 
cite the very words of their predecessors; nay, the writer 
himself sufficiently intimates that he is enlargmg upon the 
text of some other inspired man: i. 1, 2, 

Admitting, then, the genuineness, we must assign this 
epistle to the year 65 a. p. just before S. Peter’s martyrdom. 


(111.) THE EPISTLES OF S. JAMES AND S. JUDE. 


§ 140. James, “the brother of the Lord,” not originally 
one of the twelve, nor the James son of Alpheus who is 
enumerated in the catalogues, became bishop of Jerusalem after 
the martyrdom of James son of Zebedee. In this office he 
continued till his martyrdom in a.p. 61, or, at latest, 62, when 
the high priest Ananus availed himself of the interval between 
the death of Festus and the arrival of his successor Albinus 
to put him to death. Joseph. Ant. xx. 9.1. (See above p. 125). 
How long a time before the martyrdom this epistle wae written 
we are not informed. Its denunciation of impending woe in- 
clines to refer it to one of the last years of the Apostle’s life. 

§ 141. “Jude, the brother of James,” was one of the 
ἀδελφοὶ of the Lord, therefore not originally one of the twelve, 
and not the same with the Judas, Lebbeeus or Thaddseus of 
the catalogues, with whom he is often confounded by ecele- 
siastical writers. It seems to me that his epistle was written 
before the second of S. Peter. See Olshausen, Opuac. Theol. p. 56. 


§ 142. For the sake of completeness, it seems desirable 
to annex to this section a short inquiry into the dates of the 
composition of the Four Gospels, the Acts of the Apostles, 
and the Epistles of S. John. What I have to say concerning 

102 


148 CHRONOLOGY OF THE APOSTOLIC HISTORY. [ cH. II. 8. 13. 


the Apocalypse must be reserved for a later occasion, inasmuch 
as some of the arguments to be alleged will want their full force 
unless taken in connexion with matters, not yet explamed, con- 
cerning prophecy in general, and “the Economy of Times and 
Seasons.” 

The testimony of the ancients is very full and express, that 
the four gospels were delivered to the Church in the order in 
which they now stand. Mr. Greswell sums up the evidence 
in these words: “with one exception only...... (the ancient 
fathers, as) Papias, Hegesippus, Irenzeus, Tertullian, the Latin 
Presbyter Caius, Panteenus, Origen, Epiphanius, Eusebius, 
Chrysostom, Jerome, and a multitude of others, do all either 
actually or implicitly affirm that the gospels were written in 
the order in which they stand.” Diss. i. 67. The exception 
is the author of the Hypotyposes, who, as reported by Eusebius, 
affirms (ex παραδόσεως τῶν ἀνέκαθεν πρεσβυτέρων) that the 
gospels which contain the genealogies were the first written.— 
Modern critics since Griesbach (Opuse. ii. p. 358.) have gene- 
rally concurred with this latter view. | 


THE GOSPEL OF 8. MATTHEW. 


§ 143. Tsar this gospel was originally composed in 
Hebrew, i.e. in the dialect of Palestine (Aramaic or Syro- 
chaldee), for the use of the churches of the Jewish Christians, is 
unanimously and unequivocally affirmed by the voice of all 
antiquity, and seems never to have been called in question 
until Erasmus and Beza first maintained the contrary. As the 
fact is a matter of considerable importance for the determina- 
tion of the time at which this gospel was written, and also 
of its relation to the gospels of Mark and Luke,—which, 
again, is of moment towards the formation of a chronological 
harmony of our Saviour'’s Ministry—it will not be irrele- 
vant to the direct scope of this work to state the evidence 
of the fact, and to answer the objections which have been raised 
against it’. 

(1.) The earliest extant testimony is that of Papias, Euseb. 
H. E. iii. 19. (Rell. Sace. i. 18.), resting on the tradition of 


1 The following statement of the evidence is taken from Meyer, Krit. E.reg. 
Komment. in das N.T. Matth. Einleit. 
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men contemporary with the apostles, Aristion and J ohn the 
Presbyter. Ματθαῖος μὲν οὖν Ἑβραΐδι διαλέκτῳ τὰ λόγια 
συνετάξατο, ἡ ἡρμήνευσε δὲ αὐτὰ ὡς ἦν δύνατος ἕκαστος. It is 
useless to attempt to invalidate this clear and conspicuous 
testimony by alleging that Eusebius himself, in the same chapter, 
describes its author as a very feeble-minded man, (πάνν σμικρὸς 
Tov νοῦν φαίνεται.) Grant that he were such, yet he is an 
honest’ witness, and perfectly competent to attest a simple 
matter of fact. Nor does Eusebius apply this censure to 
Papias’s testimony as to this matter: his object is to take off 
the edge of the testimony born by this very ancient writer to 
the doctrine of Christ’s Second Advent and reign on earth. 

(2.) S. ITrenseus adv. Hor. iii. 1. Ματθαῖος ev τοῖς 
Ἑβραίοις τῇ ἰδίᾳ αὐτῶν διαλέκτῳ καὶ γραφὴν ἐξήνεγκεν 
εὐαγγελίου, Tov Πέτρου καὶ τοὺ Παύλον ἐν Ρώμῃ evary- 
γελιζομένων καὶ θεμελιούντων τὴν ᾿Εκκλησίαν.-----1Ὸ this tes- 
timony it is objected, that Irenzeus does but repeat the saying 
of Papias; that the testimony is not independent. Now 
certainly Irenseus was well acquainted with the writings of 
Papias, whom, as the companion of S. Polycarp, he held in 
high esteem: but that he merely echoes the statement of his 
predecessor is as unproved an assertion, as that the statement 
itself is unworthy of credit. Besides, it is extremely’ im- 
probable that Papias, singly, should be the founder of 8 
tradition so generally received as this is. 

(3.) The next testimony is altogether independent of 
the authority of Papias. Namely, of Partanus the following 
story is related by Eusebius, Η. E. v. 10. Ὁ Πάνταινος καὶ 
εἰς ᾿Ινδοὺς ἐλθεῖν λέγεται" ἼΕνθα λόγος εὑρεῖν αὐτὸν προ- 
φθάσαν τὴν αὐτοῦ παρουσίαν τὸ κατὰ Ματθαῖον εὐαγγέλιον 
παρα τισιν αὐτόθε τὸν Χριστὸν ἐπεγνωκόσιν᾽ οἷς Βαρθο- 
λομαῖον τῶν Ἀποστόλων ἕνα κηρύξαι, αὐτοῖς τε ᾿Εβραίων 
γράμμασι τὴν τοῦ Ματθαίου καταλεῖψαι γραφὴν, κ. τ. λ. 
It is not indeed recorded whether the Hebrew gospel left 
by 8. Bartholomew were a Hebrew original or a translation 
from the Greek. But the ancients breathe not a syllable 
of a Hebrew version made from the Greek, and if Eusebius, 
who himself, as we shall presently see, is express for a Hebrew 
original, had understood the story to relate to a Hebrew 
translation, he would doubtless have expressed the matter 
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more distinctly.: The same remark applies to the passage 
of S. Jerome, de Vir. Heel. 36. “ Reperit (Pantenus) Bar 
tholomzum de xii Apostolis adventum Domini nostri Jesu 
Christi juxta Matthei evangelium predicasse, quod Hebraicis 
literis scriptum revertens Alexandriam secum detulit.” 

(4.) To the same effect is the testimony of the father 
of scriptural criticism, the acute and learned Origen: ap. 
Kus. H. Ε΄. vi. 25. ὅτι πρῶτον μὲν γέγραπται τὸ κατὰ τὸν 
ποτὲ τελώνην, ὕστερον δὲ ἀπόστολον |. X. Mar@aiov, ἐκ- 
δεδωκότα αὐτὸ τοῖς ἀπὸ ᾿Ιουδαϊσμοῦ πιστεύσασι γράμμασιν 
ἙἙβραϊκοῖς συντεταγμένον. The assertion rests on tradition 
(ἐν παραδόσει μαθών) t.¢. on the received ecclesiastical tra- 
dition, the declaration of the Church and its teachers from 
the beginning, for that’ was the meaning of the word mapa- 
δοσις when Origen wrote. And, let it be observed, Origen 
had not a thought of controverting the tradition. 

(5.) Eusebius himeelf, HA. E. in. 24. M ar Gatos πρότερον 
Ἑβραίοις κηρύξας, ὡς ἔμελλε καὶ ep ἑτέρους ἰέναι, πατρίῳ 
γλώττη ypapn παραδοὺς τὸ κατ᾽ αὐτὸν εὐαγγέλιον, τὸ 
λεῖπον τῇ αὐτοῦ παρουσίᾳ τούτοις agp ὧν ἐστέλλετο διὰ 
τῆς γραφῆς ἀπεπλήρου.---“ But Eusebius relates this merely 
as an historian: his own opinion as a critic was opposed to 
it; this is proved by what he says as a commentator upon 
Pea. Ixxviii. 2. ἀντὶ τοῦ, φθέγξομαι προβλή ματα ar ἀρχῆς" 
Ἑβραῖος ὦ wy 0 M. οἰκείᾳ ἐκδόσει κέχρηται, εἰπών" “ ἐρεύξομαι 
κεκρυμμένα ἀπὸ καταβολῆς." For the οἰκεία ἔκδοσις must 
mean Matthew's ‘own translation’ of the Hebrew passage of 
the Psalm.”— Quite the contrary: ἔκδοσις is not ‘translation,’ 
but ‘edition’; οἰκεία not ‘own,’ but ‘that of his own country.’ 
What Eusebius says is, that Matthew “used the edition of 
his own country,” i.e. he gave the words in Hebrew as he 
found them. Besides, if ὄκδοσες must needs mean ‘ transla- 
tion,’ οἰκεία ἔκδοσις will mean a translation into Aramaic. 

(6.) S. Jerome, Pref. in Matt. Mattheus in Judea 
evangehum Hebrao sermone edidit ob corum vel maxime causam 
qui in Jesum crediderant ex Judais, and de vir. eccl. 8. 
Matthaus, qui ed Levi, ex publicano Apostolus, primus in Judea 
propter eos qui ex circumetsione crediderant, evangelium Christe 
Hebraicia literia verbisque composuit, quod quis postea in Gre- 
cum transtulerit non satis certum est. 


ᾧ 144146. ] WRITINGS OF THE APOSTLES. 151 


To these testimonies many more of later times might 
be added, but these are enough to prove the point, in the 
absence of all testimony to the contrary. 

§ 144. This Hebrew original was the basis of the Hvaa- 
gelium Hebrworum which 8. Jerome translated into greek and 
latin. In the nature of the case it would be used first by 
the Jewish church, then by the sects (Nazarenes and Ebion- 
ites) which branched off from that church. These sects, at 
8 very early period, began to corrupt, interpolate, and mutilate 
the apostolical gospel, as S. Irenzeus declares: ἐν τῷ γοῦν παρ 
αὐτοῖς εὐαγγελίῳ κατὰ Ματθαῖον ὀνομαζομένῳ, οὐχ ὅλῳ δὲ 
πληρεστάτω, ἀλλὰ νενοθευμένῳ καὶ ἠκρωτηριασμένῳ, EBpat- 
κὸν δὲ τοῦτο καλοῦσι, κι τι Δ. advo. Hor. xxx. 13. No won- 
der then, if, by S. Jerome's time, it had become so widely 
different from the canonical gospel as to require tranelation, 
if its contents were to be known. 

ᾧ 145. By what person our canonical greek version was 
made, the ancients do not inform us. From Papias we can 
only infer that for a time there was no translation, wherefore 
ἡρμήνευσεν ws ἐδύνατο ἕκαστος, 4.6. individual Christians ac- 
cording to their knowledge of the language made its contents 
known to others as well as they could: in other words, this 
was, for a time, the only canonical gospel, and there was no 
authorized version of it. But it is evident that Mark ‘and 
Luke had before them the greek version of Matthew; hence 
the want of which Papias speaks was supplied before a.p. 60, at 
latest. The fathers after the 4th century assign the translation, 
some to James, the brother of the Lord (Pseudo-Athanas. 
Opp. ii. 155), others to S. John (Theophylact), others to Bar- 
nabas, Luke, or Paul. Casaubon infers, justly, from this di- 
versity of opinion, ipsis Apostolorum temporibus, ab uno illorum, 
aut illorum auspiciis Gracum textum ex Hebraico esse confectum. 
Exerc. 15. in Baronit Annal. xii. 388. S. Jerome, we have 
seen, left this point undecided: quis postea in Gracum trans- 
tulerit incertum est. 

§ 146. As to the time of its composition: Theophylact 
has preserved a tradition according to which the Hebrew 
gospel was composed eight years after the Ascension, in our 
chronology a.p. 37, or if Theophylact reckons from his own 
date of the Ascension, perhaps a.p. 41. And this is the more 
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probable, because, as we have seen, that is the year in which 
the apostles are said to have departed from Jerusalem to their 
missions among the heathen, at which time, according to 


. Eusebius, S. Matthew left his gospel with the churches of 


Palestine, H. EF. iii. 24. (supra No. 5.). But 8S. Irenseus 
(No. 2.) assigns it to the time when Peter and Paul were 
founding the church at Rome. If this means the time of 
SS. Peter and Paul’s presence together at Rome (suppose 
a.D. 60—65), the statement is incredible. But the historical 
and chronological traditions of Irenzeus are often erroneous. 
Possibly he here confuses two different conjunctures, the sup- 
posed presence of S. Peter at Rome about a.p. 41, (ᾧ 133.) 
and the last meeting of the two Apostles in the year of their 
martyrdom. : 

§ 147. That the greek version was made in Palestine 
(hence ascribed by Pseudo-Athanasius to S. James the bishop 
of Jerusalem) is indicated by the absence of all such explan- 
atory notices as we find in S. Mark and S. Luke. The verbal 
coincidences between all three, imply that the greek of S. Mat- 


‘thew was in the hands of Mark and Luke. In a subsequent 


chapter we shall find cause to believe, that the order of the 
earlier part of the narrative in our first canonical gospel is 
not that in which S. Matthew left it: whence it would follow, 
that the second and third gospels were not in the hands of 
the translator: for if they had been, it may fairly be supposed 
he would not have reduced the narrative of the hebrew go- 
spel into an order different from theirs, which is the order 
of time. In this view of the case, we cannot well refer the 
greek version to a later date than a.p. 56. 


THE GOSPELS OF 5. MARK, AND 8. LUKE. 


§ 148. THe Acts mention a disciple named Mark, the 
son of 8. certain Mary in whose house at Jerusalem the Apostles 
often assembled, xii. 12. A Mark, sister's son to Barnabas, 
was the companion of Paul and Barnabas on the first mission 
in Cyprus, xii. 25; xiii. 5; xv. 36. A Mark was with S. Paul 
during his first imprisonment at Rome, Col. iv. 10. Philem. 
24; and again, in the second, 2 Tim. iv. 11, the same person 
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is sent for to attend S. Paul. Lastly, a person whom 5. Peter 
calls ‘‘Marcus my son” was with him at Rome at the time 
of writing the first epistle, v. 13. 

Now S. Papias, and after him all the ancients, affirm that 
the author of the second gospel was Mark the companion of 
S. Peter. 

§ 149. Some commentators and chronologists have ima- 
gined that these various notices cannot be reconciled, so as 
to apply to one and the same individual. Thus Mr. Gres- 
well argues that the Mark of 1 Pet. v. 13, the author of 
the gospel, must have been a different individual from the 
Mark of Paul's epistles. Cave refers the foregoing notices 
to three distinct persons. But the ancients knew of no such 
distinction: and all the preceding notices may be consist- 
ently referred to a single individual, the author of the gospel. 
For, we may suppose that S. Mark was originally a con- 
vert of S. Peter, therefore called his ‘‘son”: that after the 
rupture between Paul and Barnabas, he for a time attached 
himself to S. Peter, and was with him during that residence 
at Rome which, as we saw, terminated before a.p. 55: that - 
he either remained at Rome when S. Peter departed, or 
returned thither during the time of S. Paul's first impri- 
sonment (Col. iv. 10. Phil. 24.): that he was still at Rome 
when S. Peter returned, after a.v. 58. ᾧ 138. (1 Pet. v. 13.), 
and still at large, but somewhere in the East, about a.v. 64, 
when S. Paul desired Timothy “to bring with him Mark, 
because he was profitable for the ministry” (2 Tim. iv. 11.): 
lastly, that after the martyrdom of the two Apostles, Mark 
entered upon his labours as the bishop of Alexandria. (S. Epi- 
phan. Hear. li. 6. Euseb. H. Ε΄. ii. 16. 8. Jerom. de Vir. Eccl. 8. 
Nicephorus H. £. ii. 48) S. Jerome, it is true, assigns 
S. Mark’s martyrdom to the 8th year of Nero, (a.p. 61-62.) 
which, if it be true, will overthrow the preceding combination. 
But the tradition is not uniform: for S. Irenseus' says the 
gospel was composed μετὰ τὴν ἐξοδόν of SS. Peter and Paul, 
and Dorotheus assigns the martyrdoni in the reign of Trajan. 


1 On this point Irenwus is contra- | Her. 1i.6. 8. Jerom. de Vir. Eccl. ac. 
dicted by 8. Clem. Alex. ap. Eus. H. E. | cording to whom the gospel] was written 
vi. 14. Euseb. H. EZ. ii. 18. 8. Epiphan. | in the lifetime of both Apostles. 
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§ 150. There can be but little doubt of the time of 
S. Luke's Gospel. It forms one history with the Acts, and 
these terminate abruptly at the end of the two years of S. Paul’s 
imprisonment at Rome, a.p. 58. Hence it is an obvious in- 
ference, that the Acts were composed, or finished, in the inter- 
val between the spring of a.p. 58. and S. Paul's first trial and 
release, and the gospel not much earlier, 4.6. between 56 and 58. 
There is internal evidence that the Theophilus to whom they 
are inscribed, was resident in Italy: riz. the minute explanatory 
notices of eastern customs and localities, contrasted with the 
absence of all such notices as soon as the narrative reaches 
Italy, Acts xxviii. 12—15. Hence it would seem that both 
were composed at Rome, where 5. Luke was in attendance 
on S. Paul, Acts xxvii. 1. ff. Col. iv. 14. Philem. 34. S. 
Jerome, indeed, Praf. in Matt. says that this gospel was 
_ written “in Achaise Boeotizeque partibus:” and the Syr. Pes- 
chito dates it from Alexandria. But the ancients, generally, 
are silent, probably because the internal evidence, Acts xxviii. 
jm., sufficiently indicated both time and place. 

§ 151. The date of S. Luke's gospel being thus, within 
moderate limits, ascertained, the determination for S. Mark’s 
hinges upon the question of priority : namely, whether S. Mark 
wrote before S. Luke, or vice versa. The ancients, generally, 
maintain the former, but with at least one important exception, 
S. Clement of Alexandria, according to whom, the gospels 
which contain the genealogies were the first composed. (ᾧ 142.) 
And the generality of modern critics are led by internal 
evidence to concur with the latter statement. See Griesbach. 
Opuse. 1. 8358. Fritzsche Proll. in S. Marc. xxxv. ff. The 
evidence is thus briefly summed up by Meyer, AMatth. Hinlet. 21. 
‘‘ Mark sometimes follows ὃ. Matthew, sometimes ὃ. Luke: 
his text is very often blended out of both, an epitome some- 
times of one, sometimes of both.” This is not the place to 
enter more fully into the discussion of either hypothesis. 
Both are compatible with our chronology: if Mark wrote be- 
fore Luke, he wrote while he was with S. Peter at Rome, 
before αν. 55. (ᾧ 134.): if after, while he was with the same 
apostle at the date of S. Peter's first epistle, after a.p. 58. 
(ᾧ 138.) For that he wrote under the direction of S. Peter 
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is too clearly attested by the ancients to be gaimsaid', {Papias 
ap. Kus. H. £#. ii. 89. Tren. iii. 1. Tertull. ὁ. Maroton. iy. 5. 
Euseb. 17. E. v. 8.) 

But, it may be asked, What ‘could be 5. Mark’s 
motive (or Κ΄. Peter's rather), for the composition of a third 
gospel, when the church of the Hebrews already possessed 
one, and the Gentile churches another? I suppose the answer 
should be, that the plan and purport of S. Mark's gospel 
occupy an intermediate place between the gospel of the He- 
brews and the gospel of the Gentiles: that it was in this 
respect appropriate to, and requisite for, the use of both Jewish 
and Gentile Christians in the apostolic age. For even then 
there may have been at work that one-sided and exclusive turn 
of mind which at a later time led Jewish sects to reject all 
other gospels but S. Matthew's, and Gentile sects all but 
S. Luke's. 


THE GOSPEL AND EPISTLES OF S. JOHN. 


§ 152. In the Acts of the Apostles we find John with 
Peter before the martyrdom of Stephen, and again, in the 
mission to the Samaritans, whence (vill. 25.) both apostles 
returned to Jerusalem, and this is the last mention of S. John 
in the Acts. 

At S. Paul's first visit, a. p. 33, S. John seems not to 
have been at Jerusalem: Gal. i. 18: but at the second visit, 
a.p. 44, S. Paul found him there in company with Peter 
and James. He is not mentioned on occasion of the council, 
47-48. At the last visit, a.p. 55, S. James seems to have 
been the only Apostle present in Jerusalem. 

158. Nicephorus, ἢ. £. ii. 42, affirms ex παραδόσεως 
that this Apostle was stationary at Jerusalem until the death 
of the Blessed Virgin. This event Eusebius in Chron. places 
15 years after the Ascension, ¢.¢. in our chronology a.n. 44. 
This agrees very well with the negative testimony of the 
Acts and Epistles of S. Paul, in which we find no mention 
of S. John’s presence in Jerusalem after the year 44. 


' Did 5. Jerome in referring the mar- | a.D. 61—62 mistake a tradition, which 
tyrdom of S. Mark to the 8th of Nero, | assigned his gospel to that year? 
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Long afterwards, we find the Apostle stationed until the day 
of his death in Asia Minor, as head of the churches in that 
region. Polycrates bishop of Ephesus, in the second century, 
writing to the Roman bishop, Victor, asserts that John, who 
lay in the Lord’s bosom, was among (ra μεγάλα στοιχεῖα) 
the primary elements of the Church in Asia, and died in 
Ephesus. Euseb. H. £. iii. 31; v. 24. 8. Irenseus assumes as 
a well-known fact, that the Apostle lived many years in Ephesus, 
namely, into the reign of Trajan, ii. 39; ni. 1.3. And the 
tradition is unhesitatingly propagated by S. Clem. Alex. (¢. dsv. 
salvo, 42. See Eus. H. Ε΄. iii. 23.) Origen, (Eus. 17. Ε΄ iii. 1.) 
Eusebius, (7. £. iii. 23. &c.) and Jerome (in Gal. vi. and de 
Vir. Eccl. 9.) Now this could not be before, or during, 
S. Paul’s circuits in Asia Minor, ¢.¢. before a.p. 55: nor 
before the Epistles to the Ephesians and Colossians, a.v. 58: 
nor before the Epistles to Timothy a. p. 58—65: for in all 
these writings not a trace occurs of 8. John’s presence in 
Asia Minor. It is also a natural supposition, that after S. 
Paul's decease, while Timothy presided over the church of 
Ephesus, S. John as yet was not settled in that city. But 
after the martyrdom of Timothy, which is placed by the 
martyrologies in the reign of Domitian, we find S. John acting 
as head of the Church in Asia Minor. Thus according to the 
Apostolical Constitutions, (vii. 46.) a certain John was appointed 
Timothy’s successor in the see of Ephesus. Thus it appears 
that S. John’s presidency in Asia cannot be dated much earlier 
than the destruction of Jerusalem, which it may however have 
preceded by ἃ year or two, inasmuch as the date of Timothy's 
martyrdom is not certainly known. 

§ 154. Now it seems to be generally acknowledged by 
the ancients, that S. John’s gospel was delivered to the 
Church during the years which he spent in Ephesus. He is 
said by S. Clem. Alex. and S. Irenseus to have lived into the 
reign of Trajan, which began a.p. 98. Eusebius (in Chron.) 
supposes him still alive in the 3rd year of this reign, a. p. 100: 
S. Jerome assigns his decease to that or the following year: 
the Paschal Chronicle places it 72 years after the Ascension, in 
our chronology a.p. 101. At what time during this period of 
more than 30 years (a. p. 70—100) his gospel was written, is 
a question which cannot be determined by internal or scriptural 
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evidence. The passage, chap. v. 2, in which 8. John speaks of 
the pool of Bethesda with its porches, as though it were still to 
be seen, ἔστε de ἐν τοῖς ᾿Ιεροσολύμοις, «.7.A. is easily ex- 
plained as a lively reminiscence of the locality as it used to 
be; besides, the pool with its porches may have survived the 
destruction of Jerusalem. We must have recourse then to 
tradition. According to Theophylact, the gospel was written 
32.years after the Ascension = a.p. 61, in our chronology. I 
am inclined to combine this notice with the tradition preserved 
by 8. Hippolytus, de ati Apostolis, that S. John composed his 
gospel during his exile in Patmos, or rather, as we find it 
in the Synopsis 8. Scripturm ascribed to S. Athanasius, that 
he there first dictated it in a kind of outline, and subsequently 
delivered it to the church of Ephesus by the hands of Gaius. 
It is true, this account of the matter assumes S. John’s author 
ship of the Apocalypse: an assumption which, after all that 
has been written on the other side, I see no need to call 
in question. But the inquiry as it relates to the authorship 
of that book must be reserved for a later portion of this work, 
being mixed up with considerations respecting the scope and 
structure of Prophecy and the economy of its fulfilments, which 
remam to be explained when we shall have brought the strictly 
chronological investigation to an end. 


THE EPISTLES OF S. JOHN. 


§ 155. “Or the time and place of their composition, eecle- 
siastical history,” says Liicke, “affords no sure information, . 
scarcely a conjecture even. And on this point they are them- 
selves 80 silent, that even modern criticism with all its pene- 
tration has not succeeded in eliciting from them any satisfactory 
reply.” 

“As to the time, thus much only seems certain, that 
the first epistle was written after the gospel. The reference 
to the gospel, the presumption that it was already in the 
hands of the reader—.or as some say, was accompanied 
by the epistle,—is too plainly expressed in i. 1-4. to be 
mistaken. As a general rule, the shorter, condensed ex- 
pression of one and the same writer, especially where the 
idea is peculiar to him, always implies posteriority in time : 
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that greater fulness of expression which attends the first de- 
velopment and shaping of the idea, marks what is earlier. 
By this rule, the abbreviated formuls of this epistle in respect 
of the Λόγος; i. 1, 2. ὁ λόγος τῆς ζωῆς, ἡ ζωὴ αἰώνιος ἥτις ἣν 
πρὸς τὸν πατέρα καὶ ἐφανορώθη ynuiv—must have been written 
at a later period than the more copious and intelligible ex- 
pressions of the gospel, i. 1. ff. So the formula ‘!. X. ev σαρκὶ 
ἀληλυθ. iv. 2. comp. gosp. i. 14. If to this we add, that the 
whole epistle is based upon a view of the person and life of 
Jesus Christ, which we find expounded only in the gospel, and 
lastly, that the epistle is interwoven with reminiscences and 
allusions to Christ's discourses in the gospel, nothing is more 
probable than that the epistle was written after the gospel.” 

“From ii. 18. ἐσχάτη wpa ἐστιν many commentators 
infer that it was written before the destruction of Jerusalem : 
so Grotius, Hammond, Michaelis: while others, as Baronius, 
Basnage, Mill, Le Clerc, from the same expression infer just 
the contrary.” 

I must leave the question undecided : for myself, inclining 
to the opinion that it was written before, but very shortly 
before, the destruction of Jerusalem. 

§ 156. But to whom was it written! In the title of 
S. Augustine’s tractate it is superscribed ad Parthos, and so 
in the context of another treatise. Quast. He. 1. 39. Ida- 
cius Clarus gives it the same title, and according to Griesbach, 
several latin MSS.: so does Cassiodorus, Inst. Div. litt. Opp. 
ii. 516, who extends it to the other two; and Bede, multi 
scriptorum eccles., in quibus est S. Athanasius Alexandrine pra- 
sul ecclesia, prumam Joannis ep. scriptam ad Parthos esse tes- 
tantur. That S. Athanasius so described it, is not elsewhere 
on record, and the Greek church nowhere recognizes the 
superscription. Only one subscription of Ep. 2, in Griesbach 
Cod. 62, of the 14th or 15th century, has ‘Iwavy. 'B. πρὸς 
Πάρθους. The legend of S. John's preaching to the Par- 
thians may have originated from the superseription merely: 
nothing of the kind occurs in the earliest and authentic tra- 
ditions, although S. Jerome, Catal. Script. ix., mentions S. 
John’s preaching in India, which however is not otherwise 
attested. Hence, and because an epistle written to Parthians, 
t.e. Parthian Jews, would certainly not have been composed 
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in Greek, but in Aramaic’, modern critics generally reject the 
Augustinian superscription. Some suppose the error originated 
in an earlier superscription πρὸς παρθένους. Michaelis, that 
it is a gloss intended to explain the frequent terms “ light” and 
“darkness,” by the supposition that it was written to Christians 
familiar with the Persian theology. Hug, that the superscrip- 
tion, πρὸς παρθένους, originally belonged to the second epistle, 
of which S. Clem. Alex. says, secunda Joannis Ep., que ad 
virgines scripta est, simplicissima est. Fragm. Hypotyp. Pot- 
ter 1011: whence some copies (only two, however, of the 11th 
and 13th centuries) have πρὸς πάρθους 85 subscription to the 
second epistle.-—Others again have conjectured that ad Parthos 
is ἃ corruption of ad sparsos. 

Liicke, from whom I have copied these remarks on the 
superscription, attaches the greatest probability to Gieseler’s 
explanation, who supposes that the latin ad Parthos originated 
in an older subscription of Ep. 1 and 2. ‘Iwavvov τοῦ παρ- 
Gevov. In support of which, he informe us that the superscrip- 
tion of the Apoc. in Cod. 30. Griesbach, has τοῦ avy. ἐνδοξο- 
TaTov ἀποστ. καὶ evaryy. παρθένου; x. τ. Δ. and that the 
title παρθένος seems to have been very early applied to this 
apostle. (See Clem. Alex. Strom. iii. 7.) 

This superscription then being rejected, there remains 
no other, more probable supposition, than that this epistle and 
its fellows were addressed to churches over which 8. John 
presided ; therefore, since it is pretty clear that the first, at 
least, was not written long before the destruction of Jerusalem, 
the churches addressed should be those of Asia Minor. 


THE SECOND AND THIRD EPISTLES. 


§ 157. At what time these epistles were written we have 
no information in ancient authors, nor any means of ascertain- 
ing. The third, addressed to Gaius (so common a name that 
it is useless to attempt an identification with any of the persons 
so named in the N. T.), was evidently a letter commendatory 


1 & See Joseph. de B. J. Proem. i.2. | Parthian Jews.c. 2. See Fabricius Bid/. 
The “Wars” was originally written in | Gr. iv. 17. §2. Havercamp. in J. Also 
Aramaic for the ἄνω BdpBapo:,including | Michaelis Jnérod, ii. p. 1238." (Liicke). 
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of certain brethren, evangelists or missionaries, whom S. John 
in a previous epistle had commended to the Church at large, 
ἔγραψά τι τῇ ἐκκλησίᾳ (for so Lachmann reads from A. B. 7. 
68. Copt. Sahid.) ; but, as the event shewed, in vain, for Dio- 
trephes hindered their reception and resisted the authority of the 
Apostle. Of these missionaries it is said that they went forth 
(on the work of the ministry) μηδὲν λαμβάνοντες ἀπὸ τῶν 
ἐθνικῶν : which however does not necessarily imply that they 
were Jews. The epistle may have been written at a time when 
the terms ἔθνη, ἐθνικοί, had become the usual antithesis to 
Christians as well as Jews: no inference therefore can be 
drawn from this circumstance-—The Second Epistle I also take 
to be a letter commendatory (ex. συστατική), not directly in 
respect of its contents, but taken in connexion with its pre- 
sentation by certain persons coming from S. John. In this 
specific sense I understand the exhortation, “ Let us love one 
another,” ©. 5: as if he had said, “let us shew our love as in 
other ways, so by receiving and furthering those who come from 
us to you and from you to us.” And ο. 10, the prohibition 
against harbouring heretics: g. ὦ. “‘ but these are not such, 
therefore receive them.” 

§ 158. But to whom was this Second Epistle addressed! 
I will state the various opinions in the words of Liicke, and 
then give my own. 

The address of the Second Epistle, ὁ wp. ἐκλεκτῆ κυρίᾳ, was 
variously interpreted by the ancients themselves. Some under- 
stood it of a Christian matron, whose name was either ᾿Εχλεκτή 
or Kupia. ‘The argument of Ep. ii. in Matthii, p. 150, and 
the Synops. 5. Script, take Kupia to be the name. (&cumenius 
and Theophylact think that S. John calls her ᾿Εκλεκτή, either 
because it was her proper name, or azo τῆς περὶ τὴν ἀρετὴν 
φιλοτιμίας. Others alleging 1 Pet. v. 13, apply it to the 
Church, or to some particular church. So, seemingly, S. Clem. 
Alex. Hypotyp.: significat autem electionem Ecclesiw Sancta ; 
S. Jerom. Ep. xi. ad Ageruchiam, Scholl. in Mathii, p. 151. 
Cassiodor. in Ep. 2. Joannes Senior, quontam atate provectus, 
electw Domine scribit Ecclesiw filiisque ejus, quos sacro fonte 
genuerat. And the latter opinion has its advocates among the 
moderns: Wolf. Cur. tn 2. Ep. 1. Michaelis, Introd. Augusti, 

Katholische Briefe. iii. 202.” Liicke u. 4. 348. 
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“Grotius, Wetstein, and others, make ᾿Εκλεκτή the proper 
name. But against this supposition is, partly, the order of 
the words (for in this case it should have been either τῇ 
Kupla τῇ ‘Exd. or Εκλ. τῇ Kupia), partly o. 18, where the 
sister is evidently called ἐκλεκτή in the same sense as S. Paul 
so calls Rufus, namely, in respect of the divine ἐκλογή, 
Rom. xvi. 13: partly, again, as it seems, the vocative Kupia, 
o. 5. Besides, I doubt very much whether it was ever a custom 
among the Greeks to couple the term κυρία with a proper 
name. In the vocative, without the name, it was usual enough 
to say κυρία, a8 κύριε : Epictetus remarks, Enchirid. 62 (40), 
that women after their fourteenth year were addreased by men 
with the term κυρίαι. And lastly, it seems to me that the 
Jem. pr.n. “Exdexry was not yet in use, because this word, 
like ἅγιος and the like, was a standing designation of Christians 
in general. (In a later age Evlectus occurs .as.a man’s name, 
Herodian. Hest. i. 16, 17, under Commodus. Tzetz, Chiliad. vi. 
hist. 55). 

“As the fom. pr. α. Kupla was at that time not unusual, 
it. is much more probable that this Christian lady. was so 
named. (See Grater, Corpus Inecr. 1127.11. φένιππος καὶ ἢ 
γυνὴ αὐτοῦ Kupia. Lex. Hagiol. 448, where two female martyrs 
of this name occur. The pr. n. Κύριος is not uncommon.) It is 
true, in strict grammar, we ought to. have Kupig τῇ ἐκλεκτῆ; 3 
comp. Ὁ. 13. and 3 Ep. 1. Γαΐῳ τῷ ἀγαπητῷ, and Rom. xvi. 
5, 8,12, 13; but the placing of exAexry first is perhaps βυΐ- 
ficiently excused by the omission of the article (only Cod. 73. 
has τῇ before exd. and κυρίᾳ, and Cod. 31, alone before xupig), 
and by the custom which perhaps already obtained of using 
the epithet ἐκλ. without much emphasis. See 1 Pet. i. 1. 
Πέτρος, ἀπόστολος Ἶ. X., ἐκλεκτοῖς maperonpos.” Liicke, u.s. 

Bishop Middleton maintains that if Kupia be the proper 
name, the phrase ought to be Kupig τῇ ἐκλεκτῇ; as Apollon. de 
Syntagm. directa us to write Τρυφῶνι τῷ ἀγαθωτάτῳ. (This 
however seems to me sufficiently met by Liicke’s remark). 
Bishop Middleton takes ᾿Εκλ. to be the proper name, and sup- 
poses τῆς ἐκλεκτῆς in ©. 18 to be 8 marginal gloas, explana- 
tory of cov. Then ᾿Εχλεκτὴ Kupia is parallel with Παῦλος 
ἀπόστολος, and with Εὐσταθίῳ ἰατρῷ, Λεοντίῳ σοφιστῆ, 
Βοσπορίῳ ¢ ἐπισκόπῳ, in the titles οὗ S. Basil's Epistles. But 
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are these parallel instances! I think not, for κυρίᾳ is not 8 title 
of office, rank, or profession, as those are. 

Against the interpretation which: makes neither “Ex\. nor 
Κυρία a proper name, (Ε. v. “‘ to the elect lady ”) Bishop Mid- 
dleton urges that it would require eithen τῇ κυρίᾳ TH exX. ar 
else τῇ exd. xvpig: Liicke, that it is contrary to. the analogy 
of the Third Epistle, and to the epistolary style of the ancients. 
But the absence of the article is justified by 1 Pet. i. 1. ἐκλεκ- 
τοῖς παρεπιδήμοις, and Liicke’s reasons seem. to me worth very 
little. 1 think then (with Clem. Alex., Jerom, Cassiodorus,) 
that the Second Epistle was addreased to a particular church, 
as a letter commendatory of certain brethren whose sound- 
ness in the faith S. John attests by implication. What church 
this was, we can only conjecture; but, 1 conceive that the. 
Third Epistle was written as a private communication to a 
member of the same church, Gaius (ite bishop?) in conse- 
quence of the opposition with which Diotrephes met the former 
public communication, which I take to be intended in v. 9, 
δγραψά τι τῇ exxAnoig:—t. 6. I suppose the τί here men- 
tioned to be no other than the Second Epistle, and by τῇ 
ἐκκλ. I understand the ἐκλεκτὴ Κυρία καὶ τὰ τέκνα αὐτῆς. 
The term ἐκλεκτήν applied to a charch.in o. 1. and o. 13, 
is completely justified by 1 Pet. v. 13, ἀσπαΐζεται ὑμᾶς ἡ ἐν 
Βαβυλῶνι συνεκλεκγή : the only difficnlty is the sppellation 
κυρία, whieh it is vain to explain as equivalent to κυριακή. 
Being a title of honour, it would seem to be most appropriate 
to the church of Jerusalem, or perhaps of Rome: yet. it does 
not necessarily imply either. of those churches, for why might 
not the Apostle thus address the body of Christian people com- 
posing one of his own churches,—humbling himself as the 
Church’s servant (hence ὁ πρεσβύτερος, not ἀπ. or ἐπισκ.) 
and, in short, exemplifying the spirit. of 5. Peter's exhorta- 
tion, ἐπισκοποῦντες...μὴ ὡς κατακυριαύοντες τῶν κλήρων 
comp. Philem, 8, 9. To this demeanour of the Apostle, that 
with which it was met by Diotrephes.(o φιλοπρωτεύων) forms 
the direct contrast. I should therefore render. the address 
thus: “The Elder to (his) elect Lady (the Church).” The 
omission of the article, or of the pronoun μοῦ, may be justified 
by the inscriptional or titular style, as e.g. on monuments, 
φιλτάτῳ δεσπότη: ἀγνώστῳ θεῷ. though doubtless τῇ ἐκλ. 


ᾧ 158, 159.] 
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κνρίᾳ would have been more proper, as in Acts xxiii. 26. τῷ 


κρατίστῳ ἡγέμονι". 


6160. SUMMARY OF THE PRECEDING RESULTS. 


A. Ὁ. 


41. Dispersion of the Apostles. About this time, 8. Matthew's 


Hebrew Gospel. 


48-52. Epistle to the Galatians. 


49. First Epistle to the Thessalonians. 


49,50. Second Epistle. 


51-54. 8. Peter at Corinth, and thence to Rome, in one of these years. 
δέ. Passover, First Epistle to the Corinthians. 
Summer or Autumn. Second Epistle. 
55. Passover, Epistle to the Romans. 
8. Matthew's Greek Gospel, before 56. 
68. 5, Luke’s Gospel, and the Acts. 
Ephesians, Colossians, Philippians and Philemon. 
5861. Probable time of 8. Peter's First Epistle, and 8. Mark’s 


Gospel. 
Martyrdom of 8. James, 


61. 
First Draft of 8. John's Gospel ? 

58-64. First Epistle to Timothy, and Titus. 8. Jude? 

64. 


2 Timothy. 
2 8. Peter. 


1 If however the reader prefers to con- 
sider Κυρία as the proper name of an 
individual, he must not refer the epithet 
ἀκλ. to the divine ἐκλογής Nowhere in 
the New Testament or earliest ages does 
one Christian apply the term “elect” in 
this sense to another individual : Chris- 
tians in general, as a body, are called 
éxXexrol, but no individual member of 
the body is so described. Rom. xvi. 13, 


ἐσπάσασθε 'Ροῦφον τὸν ἐκλεκτὸν ἐν Ku- 
ρίῳ, means egregium in Domino frairem, 
“that choice, or distinguished, believer :” 
for if the meaning were simply “ the elect 
member of Christ’ there would be no- 
thing specially commendatory said of 
Rafuas as there is of all the others. So in 
8. Ignat. Philadeiph. 11. dua ‘Peg Ἀγα- 
θόποδι, ἀνὸρὶ ἀκλεκτῷ, ὅν ἀπο Συρίαε. 
μοι ἀκολουθεῖ, viro eximio v. egregio. 
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CHAPTER III. 


FROM THE BABYLONIAN CAPTIVITY TO THE BEGINNING 
OF THE NEW TESTAMENT. 


§ 160. Ir will be our first object in this chapter to ascertain 
the cardinal dates which are determinative for the scheme as 
a whole, ¢.¢. for the date of the Exode: for which purpose it 
will be sufficient if we can define and establish the epoch of the 
Seventy Years’ Captivity, since from that date we can rise in 
the next chapter to the earlier epochs, the first year of Reho- 
boam, of Solomon, of David, &c. Having determined this, we 
shall investigate, in the descending order, the chronology of the 
. Babylonian and Persian times of the Old Testament History. 
(Section i.) With respect to that portion of Jewish history 
(a term of about four centuries) which lies between the close of 
the O.T. canon and the opening of the N.T., it will be 
necessary, with a view to the ultimate and characteristic object 
of this work, to examine in detail that part of it which is the 
subject of direct prophecy, in the visions of Daniel—viz. the 
times of the Grecian empire from Alexander to the Maccabean 
Independence. (Sect. ii.) The time of the capture of the 
temple by Pompey and afterwards by Herod, which is like- 
wise a3 matter of some interest, and on which indeed even the 
date of our Lord's Nativity in some measure hinges, will be 
fully discussed in an Appendix. 


SECTION I. 


THE CHRONOLOGY OP THE CHALDEAN AND PERSIAN TIMES OF THE 
OLD TESTAMENT, FROM THE EPOCH OF THE CAPTIVITY TO 
THE CLOSE OF THE CANON. 


§ 161. Tue seventy years of Babylonian captivity began 
in the fourth year of Jehoiakim, which Jeremiah calls the first 
year of Nebuchadnezzar king of Babylon (xxv. 1.) This is 
the earliest recorded synchronism between sacred and profane 
history, and it introduces a series of such synchronisms which 
come to view in this concluding portion of the Old Testament. 
It is solely by means of these double dates that we are able to 
settle the chronology of the Old Testament, with anything like 
precision, in terms of our own era. But providentially we have 
herewith the means of adjusting these two tracts of time—in 
other words, of measuring the interval between the 4th year of 
Jehoiakim and the commencement of our own wra—with a 
degree of exactness which leaves nothing to be desired. 

In the Royal Canon of Ptolemy (ta/ra ᾧ 439.) we possess an 
unquestionably authentic register of the reigns of the Chaldean 
and Persian kings with whom we are concerned in these funda- 
mental synchronisms. And where the indications of this im- 
portant document, owing to particular circumstances, might lead 
us to a wrong conclusion, we have the means of rectifying our 
adjustment. Thus, if we should on the authority of the Canon 
identify the 4th year of Jehoiakim, wholly or in part, with the 
year 8.0. 604, to which the Canon assigns the first year of 
Nebuchadnezzar, we should be in error: for it can be proved 
that this is not Jeremiah’s epoch of the reign of Nebuchadnezzar. 
Passing by this synchronism, we take the next, which is thus 
given, Jer. lii. 31, comp. 2 Kings xxv. 27, ff. “It came to 
pass in the 37th of Jehoiachin, (or Jecontah, as 1 shall call him 
for the sake of distinction from his predecessor Jehotakim) in 
the 12th month, the 25th day, that Evil-Merodach, king of 
Babylon, lifted up the head of Jeconiah and brought him forth 
out of prison,” and this, “in the year that he began to reign.” 
(comp. Jos. Ant. χ. 11. 2. εὐθύς τών δεσμῶν ἀφείς). Now the 
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nominal epoch of this Evil-Merodach, or Ilvoradam as he is 
called in the Canon, is 29 Dec. 3.c. 562, ἐ. 6. his actual epoch 
lies between 29 Dec. 562 and 29 Dec. 561. At the time of 
liberation, 37 years of the reign and captivity of Jeconiah were 
nearly expired: it wanted but five days, to the Ist of Nisan, to 
complete that term of years. That the Captivity began early 
in the year is clear from 2 Chron. xxxvi. 10, “at the return of 
the year king Nebuchadnezzar sent and brought him to Baby- 
Jon,” and the series of month-dates in Ezekiel, (§ 183.) in 
connexion with the years “of our captivity” (é.¢. of Jeconiah’s) 
prove that the years bear date, as usual, from Nisan, The 
passage ‘thorefore of Jeremiah says that 37 years (all but five 
days,) reckoned from the lst Nisan of the year of Jeconiah’s 
captivity, were expired when Evil-Merodach, having then begun 
to reign, restored him to liberty. Does then the Ist Nisan of 
the 38th year lie in the year s.c. 561 or in 560? Plainly in the 
former. For on the latter supposition, the liberation of Jeco- 
niah would lie some 16 months after the nominal, and at least 
4 or 5 months after the actual epoch (placed as late as possible) 
of the reign of Evil-Merodach, whereas it seems to have been 
one of the first acts of that king immediately after his accession, 
an act of grace with which he eolemnized hie own inauguration: 
on the other supposition it may have been such, for Evil-Mero- 
dach began to reign after 29 Deo. 562, and may have begun 
before 1 Nisan 561. Or, to etate it otherwise: suppose the real 
epoch of Evil-Merodach were so late as (say) 1 Deo. 561, (which 
is an extreme supposition, for m that case the nominal epoch 
would probably have been placed at 29 Deo, 561), then the 
25th of the 12th Jewish month of the (actual) first year of 
Evil-Merodach would be (about) 18 Mar. 560; and then the 
liberation of Jeconiah could hardly be said to have occurred 
immediately upon the accession of Evil-Merodach: and the 
difficulty is increased if the real epoch lay before 1 Dec. 561, 
especially as Evil-Merodach reigned but two nominal years in 
all. In short, the date of the liberation was either (about) 29 
Mar. 561 or 18 Mar. 560: the former agrees with the con- 
ditions, the other does not. I conclude then, that the 38th 
year began 1 Nisan 561, consequently, the Ist year began 1 
Nisan 598 3.c., ¢.¢. the Captivity itself actually began soon after 
or immediately before that date. 
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§ 162. But it is evident that the years of Zedekiah’s 
reign coincide, severally, with the years of Jeconiah’s captivity : 
thus, to take but one instance; in 2 Kings xxv. 1, and Jer. lii. 4, 
Nebuchadnezzar came against Jerusalem “in the 9th year of 
Zedelkash, the 10th month, the 10th day;” in Ezekiel xxiv. 1, 
the same event is referred to the “9th year” (of our captivity) 
“the 10th month, the 10th day.”——Hence the epoch of the reign 
of Ledokiah ts 1 Nisan 5988.0. The reign of Jeconish lasted 
bat 3 months and 10 days, therefore goes for nothing in the 
constructéon of a canon of Jewish reigns. In point of fact, 
his reign ended early in the spring (“at the return of the year,” 
2 Chron. xxxvi. 10) therefore it began, and the reign of Jehoi- 
akim ended, about Dec.- 599, so that, in the canon, the year 

1 Nisan 599; and ending 1 Nisan 598, will count as 
the 11th of Jehoiakim. For Jehoiakim reigned eleven years, 
(2 Kings, xxiii. 86) ¢.¢. 11 nominal years reckoned from 1 
Nisan of the year in which he began to reign—therefore, 
certainly more than ten years: but his reign ended 8 or 9 
months after 1 Nisan 8.0, 599, therefore the 11 years bear 
date from 1 Nisan 609, for if they be dated from 1 Nisan 608, 
his actual reign would be at most nine years and nine months, 
therefore would not: even: reach the deventh year current. It 
follows that the 4th Jekoiakini ts the year beginning 1 Nisan 
5.6. 606. 

§ 163. Bat, independently of this, it is certain that the 
reign of Jehoiakim, with the 3 months of Jeconiah, numbered 
eleven years completé. For in Ezek. 1. 1, 2, the 30th year 
(dated from the great Reformation im the 18th of Jusiah, 
2 Kings xxiii. 29) is identified with the 5th of Jeconiah’s 
captivity. Now Josiah’s reign (together with the brief reign of 
Jehoshaz) lasted 31 years complete’. If then the reign of Jehoi- 
akim lasted but 10 years, we should have only 31 --17 + 10+ 4 
= 28 years complete from the beginning of 18 Josiah to the 
beginning of the 5th of Zedokiah, é.¢. the 5th of Jeconiah’s 
captivity would be only the 29th from the 18th of Josiah*. 


1 This follows from Jer. xxv. 8, where 8 Exhaustively, it may be proved thus 
the 23rd year from the 13th of Josiah, | that both terms, 81 Josiah and 1! Je. 
é. 6. 35th Josiah, in identified with the 4th | hoiakim, are complete. For either (1) 
of Jehoiakim: i¢. the ist Jehoiakim | Josiah τ. δὶ years, and Jeh. 11 years 
= 32nd Josiah. complete, or (2) Jos. 31 years, and Jeh. 

10 
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ᾧ 164. Now the 1st of Nebuchadnezzar coincides wholly or 
in part with the 4th of Jehoiakim, which began 1 Nisan 666 
B.c. Does the lst of Nebuchadnezzar, then, begin 1 Nisan, or 
before it, or after it? This too is a point of some importance, 
and to determine it we will collect the several other synchron- 
isms connected with the years of Nebuchadnezzar. By com- 
 bining these, and exhausting the several forms of hypothesis of 
‘which they are capable; we shall be able to settle this point, 
and at the same time to evince the consistency and uniformity 
with which the Scriptures place the epoch of Nebuchadnezzar 
earlier than it is placed in the canon of Ptolemy. We have 
then (besides a statement in Daniel which will be considered 
by itself) the following synchronisms : 

i. The Ist of Nebuchadnezzar coincides wholly or in part 
with the 4th of Jehoiakim. Jer. xxv. 1. 

ii. The 10th of Zedekiah, which we have found = 589 
5.0. (1 Nisan), coincides wholly or in part with 18 Nebuchad- 
nezzar, Jer. xxxii. 1. 

iii. The epoch of Jeconiah’s captivity, and therefore of the 
᾿ reign of Zedekiah, lies in the 8th of Nebuchadnezzar, 2 Kings 
xxiv. 12. | 

iv. The 10th day of the 5th month of 1] Zedekiah fails 
in the 19th of Nebuchadnezzar, 2 Kings xxv. 8. 

§ 165. (1.) First, then, let us suppose that 1 Nebuchadnezzar 
᾿ coincides wholly with 4 Jeh., or 1 N. = 4J.; then 8 Ν. -- 114. 
and 18 Ν. -- 23] 7. But 18N.=10Z. (ii.), therefore 10 Z. = 21 
J., and consequently 1 Z.=12J., which by hypoth. = 9 N. 
That is, on this supposition, the epoch of Zedekiah and of 
Jeconiah’s captivity lies in the 9th of Nebuchadnezzar, at the 
beginning of it, which contravenes No. iii. 

(2.) Suppose then that the first of Nebuchadnezzar began 
in the 3rd and ended in the 4th of Jehoiakim; or 1 N. = 3-4 
J.: therefore 18 N. = 20-21 J. But (No. ii.) 18 N. coincides 
in part with 10 Z., therefore 10 Z. must coincide either with 
20 J. or with 21 J. 

10 years, or (3) Jos. 30 years, and Jeh. 
Al years, or (4) Jos. 30 years, and Jeh. 
* 10 years. Of these forms of hypothesis 

() (a) (3) () 
18 Jos. = 1 Reformation 
$2 Jos.=1Jeh. =15 R. 


12 Jeh.=1 Capt. =26 R. 
5 Capt.=30 ἢ. 


only the first gives the synchronism of 
Ezek. i. 1, 2. 


SPEC ee oece HEE SEC ROOST PERRES | BOLE ESECOeEs DEH EEESSESCORSEECODS 


31 Jos.=1 J. =14R. 
12. =1C.=98R. 
5C.=29R. 


Shopeecoasecseceosacnssagseon 


SP aH soreness Hensaaseoseosserse 


11J.=1C.=25 R, 
5 C.=29 B. 


uJ.=1C.=% R. 
5 C.=28 R. 


SEE eR | 
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‘(a) Let 1Ο Ζ. = 21 J. then 1 Ζ. = 12 J. = (by hypo- 
thesis) 9-10 N.: which contradicts No. iii., therefore, 

(Ὁ) Let 10 Ζ. -- 90 J. then 1 Z. = 11 J. = 8-9 N. which 
realizes No. iii., but -makes the reign of Jehoiakim only ten 
years complete even with the 3 months of Jeconiah._—This 
second hypothesis therefore must be rejected: that is to gay, 
the reign of Nebuchadnezzar could not begin earlier than the 
4th of Jehoiakim. And it has been shown that 1 Neb. does 
not begin with 4 Jehoiakim ; therefore it begins later, ἃ. 6. 
during 4 Jehoiakim. 

§ 166. But to shew in what way this hypothesis realizes 
the synchronisms, and with. what result, 

(3.) Take 1N.=45J., then 18 Ν. = 21-22J. But 18 
N. = 10 Z. in part, therefore 10 Z. « either 91 7. or 22 J. 

(a) If 10Z. = 22 J. then 1Z. = 13 J. = 9-10 N., which 
contradicts No. iii, and besides, gives Jehoiakim a reign (with 
Jeconiah) of 12 years complete. But, . 

(Ὁ) 1710 Ζ. « 91 5., then 1 Ζ. =12J.=8-9N,, which 
realizes No. iii. and gives J ehoiakim with Jeconiah ἃ reign of 
11 years complete. Hence also, 11 Z. = 18-19 N., and since 
the 10th Ad of 19 N. lies in 11 Z., (No. iy.) it follows that the 
years of Nebuchadnezzar begin somewhere between 1 Nisan and 
10 46 in the 4th of Jehoiakim. But (ᾧ 162) we have proved by 
help of the Canon, that 4 Jehoiakim = 606 3.c. Therefore the 
Scripture epoch of the reign of Nebuchadnezzar lies after 1 Nisan 
and before 10 Ab of the year 8. c. 606’. 


1 I may seem to have bestowed unne- 
cessary pains on this part of my proof: 
I must, however, apprise the reader that 
the date of the capture of the city is 
cardinally concerned in a momentous 
‘economy of times and seasons’ hereafter 
to be described. If the year of the cap- 
ture was truly as I have made it, 3. c. 588, 
then the two great crises of judgment, 
the Babylonian and Roman, are connect- 
ed by a marvellous system of numerical 
relations. Prior to investigation, 1 took 
Mr Clinton’s date of the capture, which 
is a year later; and when my investi- 
gation gave me the year 588 B.c., it 
disappointed my previous expectations. 


But I submitted to the force of evidence 
litle short of mathematical demonstra- 
tion, and it was not until long after this 
date lay before me that the economy to 
which I refer, gradually and quite unex- 
pectedly, presented itself to my notice. 
I may add, that my date accords with an 
ancient Jewish tradition preserved by S. 
Jerom. in 2 Paralip. xv. 1. 5: tradunt 
hoc 52 annis posi eversionem Templi 
impletum, tia ui in his 52 annis nec avis 
volaverit, nec besita pertransierit per 
Hierusalem, et Isracvl fuerit absque spe 
et omnes gentes in perturbatione. For 
from 688 to 536 = 1 Cyrus are 52 years. 
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§ 167. The following Table shews, at one view, how all 


the synchronisms are realized : 


B.C, 
606. 1 Nisan. 4 Jehoiakim begins. 
(about) 1 Ab. 1 Nebuchadnezzar begins. - 

599. 1 Nisan 11th Jehoiakim begins. 

1 Ab. 8th Nebuch. begins. 

(about) 9th month. Jehoiakim dies, after a reign of 10 years 9 months. 
Jeconiah succeeds. 
598. 1 Nisan. Epoch of Jeconiah's captivity. 
1 Zedekiah begins. 

1 Ab. 9 Neb. begins. 
589. 1 Nisan. 10 Zed. begins. 

1 Ab. 18 Neb. begins. 
588. 1 Nisan. 11 Zed. begins. 

1 Ab. . 19 Neb. begins. City taken, 10th of 4th month: 

Temple destroyed, 10th Ab. 

875. 1 Nisan. 24 Captivity begins. 

10 Ab. 14th from destr. of Temple begins. 
S74. 1 Nisan. 25 Capt. begins, (see Ezek. x1. 1.) 

10 Ab. 14th from destr. of Temple ends. 
&62. 1 Nizan.. 37 Capt. begins. 
661. [1 Jaa. Nominal Epoch of Ilvoradam in Canon.) 

25 Adar. Jeconiah is liberated at the end of 37 years. 


§ 168. By the Canon, the first year of Nebuchadnezzar or 
Nabokolassar begine, nominally, 9 Jan. 604 B.c. that is, nearly 
two years later than the epoch which we have obtained. So 
that if we are to make the Canon our guide, all our results must 
be overthrown: that is, we must charge the Scripture chro- 
nology with inaccuracy. Happily, we are able to reconcile the 
Canon with Scripture in a manner which is completely satis- 
factory. This point of chronology has been ably treated by 
former writers, especially by Perizonius, L’Empereur, and latterly 
by Hengstenberg, whose arguments and results agree, in the 
main, with what is here given. 

§ 169. The years of Nebuchadnezzar in the books of 
Kings and Jeremiah are enumerated from an earlier epoch than 
the actual epoch of his reign. They bear date from the year 
of his victories in Judea and Syria, not from the date of his 
accession to the throne of Babylon. It mattered not to the. 
Jews whether he was actually in possession of the throne of 
Babylon or not: as far as regarded themselves he was king 
when he first became their master; when he appeared with all 
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the armies of the north before the walls of Jerusalem: that is 
the epoch from which they date the years of a reign which 
actually commenced soon after, and lasted through a long period 
of 43 yeara. Thas far, our solution would be amply probable 
even if it rested only on hypothesis, But that is not the case: 
we have both Scripture testimony, and profane, to the fact of a 
twofold epoch of the years of this king of Babylon. 

§ 170. In the first place, Daniel, a minister of state, and 
writing his own history at Babylon, indicates the fact in 8 
maaner which is not to be mistaken. Dan. i. 1. “In the 3rd 
year of Jehoiakim king of Judah, {which ended at 1 Nisan B.c: 
606] came Nebuchadnezzar king of Babylon unto Jerusalem 
and besieged it.” ‘“ And the Lord gave Jehoiakim into his 
hand, with part of the vessels of the house of God,” [¢.¢. when 
the siege was ended, which of course took some time: and 
it is from the end of the siege in the 4th or 5th Jewish 
month, as I suppose, that the Ist year of king Nebuchad- 
nezzars bears date in the Scripture enumeration.] And the 
king ordered certain of the youths to be selected for educa- 
tion, which education was to last three years, “that at the end 
thereof they might stand before the king.” ‘“ Now at the end 
of the days that the king had said he should bring them in, 
then the prince of the eunuchs brought them in before Nebu- 
chadnezzar.” Three years counted from 606 lead to the same 
date of 603: 6.6. to the 2nd year of Nebuchadnezzar according 
to the Canon. Now mark the context, ii. 1: “And in the 
second year of the reign of Nebuchadnezzar, Nebuchadnezzar 
dreamed dreams, &c.;” that is to say, after the expiration of 
the three years of training, which expired, as we have seen, in 
the second year of Nebuchadnezzar as reckoned in the Canon. 
Can any thing be plainer than the fact thus brought out, that 
the actual reign of Nebuchadnezzar, in the enumeration which 
would of course be followed by a writer living at Babylon, began 
later than the conquest of Jerusalem in which Daniel was 
taken! and consequently, that the Scripture itself recognizes 
two distinct epochs, the one of king Nebuchadnezzar, in respect 
of his first conquest of Jerusalem, the other, of the reign of 
Nebuchadnezzar at Babylon'? 


1 One passage of Scripture, vis., the | intermediate between that of the Canon 
later addition to Jeremiah, at li. 28 ff, | and Daniel, and that of 2 Kings δὰ 
reokons the years of Neb. from an epoch | Jeremiah. See § 182. fin. 
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§ 171. Were this all that could be alleged, we should say 
that Nebuchadnezzar is called king, de facto in respect of the 
Jews, and proleptically in respect of Babylon. The prolepsis in 
Dan. i. 1. compared with ii. 1. is palpable. But there is more 
to be said: we have profane testimony which further elucidates 
the fact under consideration. 

Berogus, in the third book of his Chaldean History, quoted 
by Josephus, Ant. x. 11. 1, relates, that the Babylonian king 
Nebuchadnezzar (the Nabopolassar of the Canon) having received 
intelligence of the defection of his viceroy in Egypt, Syria and 
Phoenicia, and being himeelf too weak for war, sent his son 
Nebuchadnezzar with an army: συστῆσας τῷ ὑιῷ Ναβουχ. 
ὄντι ἐν ἡλικίᾳ μέρη Twa THs δυνάμεως ἐξέπεμψεν εἰς αὐτόν. 
“ And Nebuchadnezzar having joined battle with the revolter, 
conquered him and reduced the country of this province to his 
own kingdom, τὴν χώραν ex ταύτης τῆς ἀρχῆς ὑπὸ THY αὐτοῦ 
βασιλείαν ἐποιήσατο. At that same time his father, who was 
before infirm, died at Babylon. And Nebuchadnezzar, not 
long after, being informed of his father’s death, and having 
settled matters in Egypt and the rest of the territory, καὶ 
Tous αἰχμαλώτους ᾿Ιουδαίων τε καὶ Φοινίκων καὶ Σύρων καὶ τῶν 
κατὰ τὴν Avyurrov ἐθνῶν [ἀθροίσας] καὶ συντάξας τισὶ τῶν 
φίλων μετὰ τῆς βαρυτάτης δυνάμεως καὶ τῆς λοιπῆς ὠφελείας 
ἀνακομίζειν εἰς τὴν Βαβυλωνίαν, αὐτὸς ὁρμήσας ὀλιγοστὸς διὰ 
τῆς ἐρήμον παρεγένετο εἰς Βαβυλῶνα. With this compare 
Jer. xlvi. 2; “the army of Pharaoh Necho which was by the 
river Euphrates in Carchemish which Nebuchadnezzar king of 
Babylon smote in the 4th year of Jehoiakim,” and 2 Kings 
xxiv. 1; “In his (Jehoiakim’s) days, Nebuchadnezzar came up 
and Jehoiakim [who had before been tributary to Pharaoh, by 
whom, in fact, he was raised to the throne| became his servant 
three years [i. 6. 606-603, | then he turned and rebelled against 
him: and the Lord sent against him [after this rebellion, not 
Nebuchadnezzar in person, but | bands of the Chaldeans, Syrians, 
Moabites, and Ammonites...And the king of Egypt came not 
any more out of his land, for the king of Babylon had taken 
from the river of Egypt unto the river Euphrates, all that was 
the king of Egypt's.” We have seen on the authority of 
Berosus that the war was terminated by the intelligence of 
Nabopolassar's death, i.e. (according to the Canon) in the spring 
or summer. of 604. Thus Jehoiakim was kept in subjection 
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two whole years, 606-604, by the presence of Nebuchadnezzar 
in the neighbourhood, nor did he venture to revolt till the end 
of the third year. Again, 2 Chron. xxxvi. 6. refers to the same 
event, the defeat in s.c. 606. 4th Jehoiakim: “ Against him 
came up Nebuchadnezzar king of Babylon, and bound him in 
fetters, in order to carry him to Babylon ; [which perhaps he did, 
and then sent him back to Jerusalem, though it is not necessary 
to suppoee that the purpose was carried into execution,}| Nebu- 
chadnezzar also carried of the vessels [part of them Dan. i. 2.] 
of the house of the Lord to Babylon, and put them in his temple 
at Babylon” [to the house of his God, Dan. i. 2; comp. Berosus,. 
%.8. ὑπὸ τῶν ἐκ τοὺ πολέμου λαφύρων τό τοῦ βήλου ἱερὸν. .- 
κοσμήσας φιλοτίμω:]. 


§ 172. We have amply proved in the preceding argument 
the truth of Mr. Clinton’s date of the ἀρχὴ of the Captivity, 
namely 606 s.c. Hence the Seventy Years should terminate 
in the year 586 8.c., and this is the year which is usually 
assigned not only by Scripture chronologists, but by other 
writers who had no intention, and some of them no desire, to 
bring out an exact fulfilment of Jeremiah’s prophecy. 

§ 173. But by the Canon the first year of Cyrus begins 
December, 539 B.c. It is obvious, however, that the first year 
of Cyrus in the Scriptures does not mean the same epoch as is 
intended in the Canon. The Canon dates the first of Cyrus 
from the taking of Babylon and deposal of Nabonned the last 
Babylonian king: between whom and the first year of Cyrus 
the Scriptures interpose the reign of Darius the Mede: ἃ reign 
of which the frst year is mentioned in Dan. ix. 1, xi. 1; from 
which circumstance alone it might be inferred that the reign 
lasted nearly two years at least. 

§ 174. The facts of the case are as follows :— 

Babylon was taken by the Medes and Persians, according 
to the Canon, in the course of the 210th year of the Nabonass- 
arian era, that is, between the 24th Dec. 539 and 24th Dee. 
538 s.c. The last Babylonian king was the person whom 
Daniel calls Bel-shazzar ; the Canon and Josephus, Nabonned 
(a name derived from Nebo, as the other from Bel) ; Herodotus, 
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Labynetus or Labynitus,—which is only a different pronunci- 
ation of Nabonned. (Wesseling. ἐμ. Herod. i. 188). The his- 
tory of the taking of Babylon is related in different ways by 
profane writers. Herodotus ascribes the conquest solely to 
Cyrus; and possibly the later Persian and Egyptian annalists, 
from whose accounts the Canon may have been constructed, 
did the same. But others relate this part of the history in 
perfect agreement with the account given by Daniel. As the 
clearing up of this point is of great importance to the his- 
torical and chronological interpretation of the Old Testament, 
I shall give a full account of the regults obtained by the most 
accurate historical investigation. 

ᾧ 175. In the tradition followed by Herodotus, (who in- 
forms us that there were two other versions of the story known 
to him) the Persian tribes are represented as subject to the 
Medes, until a bold adventurer of the race of the Achzeme- 
nids threw off the yoke, and deposed the Median king, his 
grandfather by the mother’s side, named Astyages. This king 
becomes subject to his grandson Cyrus, and remains with him 
until his death, leaving no male heir. Herodotus makes Cyrus 
the conqueror and first king of the Medo-Persian dynasty at 
Babylon. The Median dynasty ends in the person of Astyages. 
In this last particular, Ctesias agrees with Herodotus, though 
widely differing in other respects. 

In Xenophon, the history presents altogether a different 
aspect. Here we see the Persians maintaining from the first 
an independent position in respect of the Medes, with whom 
however they are connected by alliance and common interests. 
Astyages, the grandfather of Cyrus, dies in possession of the 
throne of the Medes, which he leaves to his son Cyaxares (the 
second of that name in the Median dynasty), forms a confede- 
racy with the Persians against Babylon, destroys the Babylonian 
monarchy, and cedes Media to Cyrus. He was an old man 
at the time of the conquest of Babylon: ὁ. 6. too old to have 
hope of a male heir. For on giving his daughter in mar- 
riage to Cyrus, and with her all Media as her dowry, he 
remarks that he has no son born in marriage. With this 
agrees the remark in Daniel, “ And Darius the Mede took 
the kingdom, being about threescore and two years old.” (Dan. 
v. $1). 
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§ 176. There is no reason to doubt that this “ Darius the 
son of Ahasuerus of the seed of the Medes,” ix. 1, is the same 
person with the Cyaxaree of Xenophon. The difference of 
names is no valid objection :- both are appellatives and titles of 
sovereignty. Even Herodotus has remarked that Δαρεῖος is 
equivalent to the Greek epfeins, “ coereer:” and this is oon- 
firmed by modern linguiste: Herbelot, Bibléoth. Orient. s. v. 
Dara: Nom Porsien, qui est plutét appellatsf que propre, car 
Dara en langue Porsienne signifie un sowcerain, comp. Gesen. 
Lez. Hebr. 8. v. Ut is not surprising then to find the same name 
borne by different kings, otherwise unconnected. Niebuhr has 
remarked, that the names Astyages, Cyaxares, contain the same 
element : ‘“ Aedahag seems, according to Moses of Chorene (cited 
by the Milan editors of the Armenian Chronicle of Eusebius) to’ 
have been the name of an ancient Median dynasty: and in the 
name Cyaxares, Kei-Axar, Axar and Asdahag are identical, like 
Artaxares and Artachshasta” (Kl. hist. Schr. p. 207). The father 
of Darius in Daniel is called WiTWIN Absashwerosh, or "Hhash- 
werosh, which, aa Scaliger noticed long ago, is only another 
form of Xerxes (de Emend. Temp. vi. p. 587): a conjecture 
which has since been confirmed by discoveries in the cuneiform 
inscriptions, wherein this name appears in the form Khshwershe, 
or Khshhershe, of which Κυαξάρης» again, is one, and Ξέρξης 
another, Greek rendering. The supposed identity of the name 
Asdahag or Astyages with Cyazares,’Hhashwerosh, Xerxes, I ven- 
ture to think doubtful. Boe this as it may, the person whom 
Daniel calls Darius the Mede, son of "Hhashwerosh, may obvi-' 
ously have borne the same #ame with his father, or Xenophon. 
may have mistaken the patronymic “son of Khehwershe” for 
the name of the individual, hence his Κναξάρης ; and Hero- 
dotus on the other hand may have confounded two successive 
Asdahags, father and son, in the person of one individual 
Agrvayns, grandfather of Cyrus. 

§ 177. But Xenophon does not stand alone in his testi- 
mony to the fact, that one individual, and he a Mede, occupied. 
the throne of Babylon before Cyrus. The Armenian Chronicle 
of Eusebius not only attests the fact but gives the very name, 
Darius. Eusebius quotes from Abydenus a statement of that 
writer to the effect, that Cyrus having conquered the last king: 
of Babylon, Labynetus, gave him the province of Carmania. 
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Thus far the same statement is given in the Prap. Eo. ix. 41". 
But in the Armenian Chronicle the extract is continued in these 
words: Darius raz de regione depultt aliquantulum. (The mean- 
ing is obscure, but Abydenus is a confused writer.) What. 
king Darius can he mean but this Darius the Mede, whom 
the Medes and Persians, with Cyrus their commander in the 
siege, raised to the throne of Babylon? The fact thus vaguely 
noticed is of ἃ piece with what Abydenus has related on an-. 
other occasion, in the prophecy which he pute into the mouth 
of Nebuchadnezzar: ov δὴ συναίτιος ἔσται Mnons, τὸ Δσσυ- 
ρίων αὔχημα" “in which (overthrow of Babylon) the Mede, 
the boast” (vaunted friend and ally) “of the Assyrians” (as. 
the Medes at time were the friends and allies of the Assyrians . 


of Babylon) ““ shall have a hand.” 


1 Abydenus in Euseb. Prep. Ev. ix. 
41. p. 487. B. Εὐιλμαλούρουχος ἐβασί- 
Neve. τὸν δὲ ὁ κηδεστὴς ἀποκτείνας 
Νηριγλισάρης λεῖπε παῖδα Λαβασσοα- 
ράσκον. τούτου δὲ ἀποθανόντος βιαίω 
μόρῳ Ναβαννίδοχον ἀποδείκνυσι βασι- 
Ada προσήκοντα οἱ οὐδέν. τῷ δὰ Κῦρος, 
ἁλὼν Βαβυλῶνα Καρμανίης ἡγεμονίην 
δωρέεται. Berosus ap. Joseph. c. Api- 
on.i. Ναβόννηδος ἡττηθεὶς τῇ μάχῃ» καὶ 
Φυγωῶν ὀλιγοστὸς συνεκλείσθη ele τὴν 
Βορσιππηνῶν πόλιν. Κῦροε δὲ Βαβυ- 
λῶνα καταλαβόμονος καὶ συντάξας τὰ 
ὄξω τῆς πόλεως τείχη κατασκάψαι.-- 
εἐνέζευξεν ἐπὶ Βόρσιππον ἐκπολιορκήσων 
τὸν Ναβόννηδον. τοῦ δὲ Ναβοννήδου οὐκ 
ὑπομείναντοε τὴν πολιορκίαν, ἀλλ᾽ ἐγ- 
χειρήσαντοτ αὑτὸν, πρότερον χρησάμσνος 
Κῦρος φιλανθρώπως, καὶ δοὺς οἰκητήριον 
αὑτῷ Καρμανίαν, ἐξέπεμψεν ἐκ τῆς Βα- 
βυλωνίας. Ναβόννηδος μὲν οὖν τὸ λοιπὸν 
τοῦ χρόνου διαγενόμανος ἐν ἐκείνῃ τῇ 
χώρᾳ κατέστρεψε τὸν βίον. (Both pas- 
sages are quoted by Mr. Clinton, F. H. 
Vol. 11. App. p. 304). This account is 
at variance not only with the Scriptures 
but with Xenophon, Cyrop. vii. 5. 1— 
32, who, like Daniel, makes the last 
king of Babylon to have perished in the 
siege. The account given by Berosus 
and Abydenus is a mere falsification of 
the facts, prompted hy national vanity. 


On this subject I cannot do better than - 
transcribe Mr. Clinton's critical remark. 

“Abydenus and Berosus could only 

compile from books. The value of 
the materials which would be in their: 
hands we shall not estimate very highly, 

when we consider the character of those 

materials, In the great monarchies of 
Asia, Oriental history has seldom been 

faithfully delivered by the Orientals. 
themselves. In the ancient times, before 

the Greek kingdoms of Asia diffused 

knowledge and information, it is not 

likely that history would be undertaken 

by private individuals. The habits of 
the people, and the form of their govern- 

ments, precluded all free inquiry and any 

impartial investigation of the truth. The 

written history of past transactions would 

be contained in the archives of the state ; 

and these royal records drawn up under 
the direction of the reigning despot, would 
deliver just such a representation of facts 

as the government of the day thought fit 
to give; just so much of the truth as it 
suited their purpose to communicate.’* 
Asa case in point, Mr. Clinton compares 

Ctesias's account of Assyrian history. 

which was derived from the royal ar- 

chives, with the truth of facts as ascer- 

tained from Herodotus and the Scrip- 
tures. (Fast. Heil. ii. App. p. 307.) 
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§ 178. To the same purport is the tradition recorded by 

ΒΟΥ ΒΒ within sixty years of the times of which we are 
writing, from which we may at least learn what was the current 
belief of well-informed Athenians in his age. : | 

Μῆδος yap ἣν ὁ πρῶτος ἡγεμῶν στρατοῦ" 

ἄλλος δ᾽ ἐκεινοῦ παῖς τόδ᾽ ἔργον ἤνυσε, 

φρένες γὰρ αὐτοῦ θυμὸν οἱακοστρόφουν᾽ 

τρίτος δ᾽ aw’ αὐτοῦ Kupos, ὅς. Pers. 756 ff. 
That is, the first steps towards empire were taken by one, 
(Astyages) whose son completed the work, by the conquest of 
Babylon: to him succeeded Cyrus, who enlarged the empire, as 
the poet relates in the following verses, by the conquest of 
Lydia, Phrygia, and Ionia. 

§ 179. That Cyrus was the principal actor in the con- 
quest of Babylon’ there is no reason to doubt; and if Darius, or 
Cyaxares, already an old man, held the throne but a short time, 
it is easy to account for the comparative silence about him 
in the traditions followed by Herodotus. Daniel mentions only 
‘“‘the first year of Darius,” ix. 1, at which time the seventy 
years of captivity were nearly at anend. Certainly he reigned 
more than one year, and perhaps less than two years altogether. 
There is therefore no reason to call in question the fact involved 
in the Scripture Chronology, that in the month Nisan of 8. σ. 
536 the first year of Cyrus was just begun. For it is certain, 
from the express testimony of the Jews themselves, that the 
captivity lasted just seventy years, as had been foretold by 
Jeremiah. And it has been proved that the epoch of the 
neventy years, or the fourth year of Jehoiakim, is the year 606 
B.c. Hence, as the seventy years end at the first year of 
Cyrus, that year must be the year 536 B.c’. 

§ 180. The succession of the last kings of Babylon in 
Josephus is as follows: 


* As the capture occurred at the time 
of some great festival or solemnity, Dan. 
v. 1, it is supposed to have been at the 
time of the Sacea, which was celebrated 
in the month Lous. If so, the date of 
the capture would be July or August, 
B.C. 538, for the technical date in the 
Canon is 29 Dec. 5.0. 530; then the reign 
of Darius the Mede would be about a 
year and 8 months. 


8 Ussher finds it in accordance with this 
result that Xenophon places the death 
of Cyrus soon after his seventh visit to 
Persia, Cyrop. viii. 7.1. μάλα δὴ πρεσ- 
βύτες ὧν ὁ Κῦρος ἀφικνεῖται els Πέρσας 
τὸ ἕβδομον: which he takes to mean seven 
annual visits, implying a reign, at Ba- 
bylon, of seven years. Now Cyrus cer- 
tainly died 529 5.c., hence his first year 
would be 536 z.c. ° 
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Nebuchadnezzar...48 years. Ant.x. 11. 1. 

Evil-Merodach, hia son, 18 years. 1b. 2. But the number 18 
is undoubtedly corrupt: Josephus c. Apion. i. quotes Berosus to 
this effect : “ His son, Evil-Merodach, after ἃ lawless and riotous 
reign of two years, was conspired against and slain by Neri- 
glissar, his sister’s husband.” Besides, Syncellus, p. 226. A. 
attests that Josephus followed Abydenus and Polyhistor in 
assigning two years to this reign. 

Noriglissar...40 years. Ant.x. 11,2. Again, the text is 


corrupt ; the true reading is “four years:” Berosus ap. Jos. 


c. Apion i. “ After that Evil-Merodach was slain, Neriglissar 
reigned four years.” 

Labosordach, reigned only nine months. Ant. x. 11.2. Be- 
rosus ὦ. δ. ‘“ His son Laborosoarchod reigned nine months, being 
8 child, but manifesting an evil disposition, he was conspired 
against and slain by his friends.” , 

Baltasar or Naboandelus reigned seventeen years. Ant. 
x. 11. 4. Berosus ν. 8. “ΒΥ common consent they gave the 
kingdom to one Nabonned a Babylonian. In the seventeenth 
year of his reign, Cyrus from Persia invaded Babylonia.” 

Darius, son of Astyages, conquered Babylon with his kins- 
man Cyrus, being 62 years old. Amt. χ. 11. 4. The length of 
his reign is not expressed. 

§ 181. Compare these with the Canon: 


Josephus. The Canon. 
Nebuchadnezzar 43 years. Nabokolassar 43. 9 Jan. 604. 
Evil-Merodach 2 ...... Ilvoradam 2. 29 Dec. 562. 
Neriglissar 4 ...... Nerikasolassar 4. 29 Dec. 560. 
Labosordach 9 months. 

Baltasar 17 years. Nabonned 17. 28 Dec. 556. 
Darius M. -- Cyrus 24 Dec. 539. 


Cyrus. 
The lists differ only in the omission of the short reign of 
Labosordach and the reign of Darius the Mede. 


CHRONOLOGY OF THE PROPHECIES OF JEREMIAH. 

§ 182. Tue prophecies and narratives of the book of Jere- 
miah, as they lie before us in the Hebrew text, seem, at first 
sight, so strangely confused in respect of the order of time, 
that we are inclined to imagine that the several parts were 
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thrown together by some later hand, almost without a plan. 
Yet upon a closer examination it will be found that, in the 
main, we have this book as it proceeded from Jeremiah himeelf ; 
that it is practicable to analyse it into its component parts 
by means of the several headings, such as “The word which 
came to Jeremiah from the Lord,” and to refer these by 
express notes of time or internal evidence to their proper 
dates, and, in general, to account for the place which each 
portion holds in the existing collection. Ewald, in his recent 
German version of the Propheta, (dte Propheten des alten Bundes) 
has very satisfactorily proved this, and after the best conside- 
ration I could give to the subject, I have on the whole adopted 
his arrangement. Unhappily, this profound Hebraist and ad- 
mirable critic, like so many of his countrymen, treats the 
scriptures of the Old Testament as a peculiar “literature,” 
entirely ignoring their claim to be the inspired documents 
of God’s dealings with an elect nation. Of course, the no- 
tion of genuine inspired predictions recorded before the event 
which fulfilled them, is wholly abandoned, as if it had been 
long ago exploded as an absurdity in the nature of things. 
Hence, whatever portions of Jeremiah and the other prophets, 
if written before the event, would be true predictions in th 
sense, this writer quietly assumes them to have been written 
after the event, simply on the ground of the oomeidence of 
the terms of the description with the circumstances of the 
event. This is mere prejudice, not criticism: but where this 
unhappy bias does not interfere, his analysis and arrangement 
seem to me to be very successful. 

It is to be born in mind that Jeremiah began to pro- 
phecy in the 13th of Josiah = 628 3.c. (xxv. 3); that in the 
4th of Jehoiakim, the eventful year 606 8.c., he was enjoined 
to record in writing all the prophecies which he had till then 
delivered against Judah, Israel, and the heathen; that this 
roll was destroyed by Jehoiakim in the 9th month of the fol- 
lowing year, Dec. 605, when a fresh roll was made to which 
were added “many like words.” It is possible to shew pretty 
elearly what were the contents of this roll. To it were added, 
during the reign of Zedekiah and after the catastrophe, sundry 


‘other sections of historical or prophetical matter. The entire 


collection is composed of seven portions. 
12—2 
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I. The Introduction, chap. i. 

II. Prophecies, reproofs, &c., delivered before 606 3. c. 
chap. ii——xx. These, together with the subsequent addition, 
chap. xxi—xxiv., form seven parts. 

᾽ΠῚ. The Prophecies of Judgment against Judah and the 
Gentiles, in respect of Nebuchadnezzar, delivered in the fate- 
ful year 606, chap. xxv. and xlvi—xlix. The latter were sub- 
sequently detached from the connexion in which they stood 
in the original roll, and placed, together with the oracle against 
Babylon, chap. 1. li., at the end of the collection. To this por- 
tion chap. xxvi—xxix. were afterwards added as an historical 
appendix. 

IV. The counterpart to the preceding, or Prophecies of 
Mercy, xxx—xxxiii., together with an appendix of historical 
incidents, Xxxiv. XXxv. 

V. The history of the writing of the Roll: chap. xxxvi. 
and xlv: this became disjoined from No. III. by the inser- 
tion of the counterpart, No. IV.; and when xlvi—xlix. were | 
removed from No. IV. to the end, chap. xlv. from No. V. 
went with them. 

VI. The history of the siege, 8. ο. 590-—588, and of the 
remnant in Judea and Egypt, xxxvii—xliv. 

VII. The prophecy against Babylon, sent to the exiles 
at Babylon in the 4th of Zedekiah, 1. li, but aptly placed 
here at the close of the prophetical and historical scenes of 
Jerusalem’s judgment. ‘He that leadeth into captivity, shall 
go into captivity : he that slayeth with the sword, shall be slain 
with the sword. Here is the patience and faith of the saints.” 

The 52nd chapter is added at the close, from the book of 
Kings, with the addition of », 28 ff. by some later hand. 


Part I. Chap.i. The history of Jeremiah’s call and com- 
mission to the prophetical office. This occurred in the 13th 
year of Josiah, 8. ο. 628, five years before the great reforma- 
tion, and (what is interesting to observe) just forty years before 
the crisis of the judgment of which Jeremiah was the herald. 


Part II. Prophecies delivered before 606, ii—xx. with 
a subsequent addition, xxi—xxiv. This part consists of seven 
sections :— 
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1.) 


Chap. ii. was probably delivered s.c. 628. The prophet 
denounces, among other sins of Judah, its hankering after 
an alliance with Egypt (which was at that time become 
& powerful kingdom under Psammetichus). 


(2.) Chap. iii—vi.: prediction of a judgment approaching from 


(3) 


(4.) 
(6) 


the north: delivered in the reign of Josiah, and probably 
before his 18th year, for idolatry is here described as 
still rampant. The “northern enemy” is not, as Eich- 
horn, Hitzig, Ewald, and other sceptical writers contend, 
the Scythian hordes—these were indeed the precursors 
of the approaching judgment— it is to Nebuchadnezzar 
that these awful descriptions refer, ‘“‘the lion is come up 
from his thicket, the destroyer of the Gentiles is on his 
way.” The only ground for calling this in question is— 
that we should then have a prophecy. 

Chap. vii—x. seem to belong to the occasion related at 
xxvi. 1—19, in the beginning of the reign of Jehoiakim, 
609 s.c. It ends x. 22, with a prediction of the near- 
ness of Nebuchadnezzar’s approach: he was then perhaps 
occupied in the siege of Nineveh which ended 606 8. c.: 
Chap. xi—xiii. lie still before the arrival of the ‘‘northern 
army:” “the king” at xiii. 18. is Jehoiakim. 

Chap. xiv—xvii. 18: on occasion of a drought and dearth: 
the threatened calamity is still future, and there is no- 
thing to indicate that Nebuchadnezzar's armies had yet 
approached Judah and Jerusalem. 


(6.) Chap. xvii. 19.—xx. end. Here too the crisis is still 


(7.) 


future: if this (as the preceding) had been delivered after 
the 4th of Jehoiakim, some allusion would have been made 
to the catastrophe of that year. 

Chap. xxi—xxiv. At first sight the parts composing this 
series seem strangely out of order: but in fact the con- 
nexion is of this kind :—-Towards the end of the reign 
of Zedekiah, during the siege, xxi. 4, Jeremiah, on the 
motion of the king himself, predicts what would be the 
issue of the siege to the city and to the king, xxi. 1; 
xxii. 9. While recording this (at the end of his minis- 
try), he takes occasion to pass in review the oracles 
which he had at sundry times delivered concerning the 
leaders of the people; first, concerning the three preced- 
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ing kings; viz. xxii. 10-12, Shallum = Jehoahaz, son 
and successor of Josiah; 13—-19, Jehotakim; 20—30, 
Coniah or Jeconiah. Chap. xxiii. 1—8, concludes the series 
of woes pronounced on these four kings, with an assur- 
ance that the branch of David shall yet flourish, though 
these kings shall have no son to reign after them. The 
remainder of c. xxiii. (9-40) relates to those other leaders 
of the people, the prophets; and in c. xxiv. the recital of 
a vision which he beheld after the deportation of Coniah, 
598 B.c., concludes this summary of the oracles which he 
had at sundry times delivered concerning Judah's leedera— 
its kings and its prophets. 

Thus far extends the Second Part of the prophecies, con- 
sisting of seven Sections, reduced to their present form by 
the Prophet himself, towards the close of the reign of Zede- 
kiah. | 


Parr III. consists, in substance, of the momentous pro- 
phecies delivered concerning Israel and the Gentiles in the 
Ist. year of Nebuchadnezzar and 4th of Jehoiakim. 

(1.) Chap. xxv. predicts the desolation of Judah and Jeru- 
salem during seventy years. 

(2.) Chap. xlvi—xlix. the judgment to be executed by Nebu- 
chadnezzar on the Gentiles, (comp. xxv. 15 ff.) viz. 


1. xlvi. Egypt. [Ewald supposes vv. 18—-28 to belong to a later time ; 
but only because if delivered at the same time with 1—12, it would 
be a clear and explicit prophecy.] 

. xviii. Moab. 

. Ammon. 

—— 6—22. Edom. 

—— 23-27. Damascus. 

—— 28—33. Arabia. 


aI QO ἃ ὦ bb 
ϊ 


To these seoen scenes of the prophetic vision is added from 
a later period, viz. the beginning of the reign of Zedekiah 
(v. 34), a denunciation against Elam, (comp. xxv. 25.) 

To this roll, the four chapters xxvi—xxix. seem to be 
annexed as an appendix. They form a connected whole, con- 
sisting of three historical narratives which have this feature 
in common, that in each of them the prophet first recites 
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some passage of his own history, what he said or did, and how 
stedfastly he executed his commission, and then contrasts there- 
with a history of what befel other prophets, less stedfast, or 
speaking falsehoods. This appendix was added during the 
reign of Zedekiah. 

(1.) Chap. xxvi.1—19, gives the history connected with 
the prophecy in vii—x. how Jeremiah was threatened with 
death by the false prophets and priests, yet stood firm. The 
contrast to this, ὁ. 2024, is the history of Urijah, a pro- 
phet of the Lord, who having delivered a like prediction at 
the same time, fled for it, yet lost his life. (2.) Chap. xxvi. 
the history of Zedekiah’s revolt; Jeremiah’s symbolical pro- 
phecy. The contrast c. xxviii, the history of Chenaniah’s 
lying prophecy and punishment. (3.) Jeremiah’s epistle to the 
exiles at Babylon, after the deportation of Jeconiah, Β. c. 598. 
This too has its counterpart in the narrative concerning the 
epistle of the false prophet Shemaiah, and the punishment 
threatened for his presumption. The second of these narra- 
tives belongs to the 4th of Zedekiah, the 5th month, xxviii. 1. 
The clause which immediately precedes this note of time, “ in 
the beginning of his reign,” is not found in the LXX.: but 
it is not likely to be an interpolation; it means, I think, 
the commencement of the affected independence of Zedekiah. 
The LXX. omitted it, because it seemed superfluous or incon- 
sistent with the detailed date. In li. 59, we find Zedekiah in 
his fourth year going to Babylon; whether this visit preceded 
the revolt, or whether Nebuchadnezzar, having intclligence of 
the confederacy formed at Jerusalem, sent and demanded the 
personal submission of his vassal, I do not see that we are 
able to determine. The history in 2 Kings xxiv. 20 only in- 
forms us that “through the anger of the Lord it came to 
pass...that Zedekiah rebelled against the king of Babylon, and 
in the 9th year...Nebuchadnezzur came, &c;” and 2 Chron. 
xxxvi. 13, that “he rebelled against king Nebuchadnezzar, who 
had made him swear by God, but he stiffened his neck, &c.” 
It may be, that this oath was administered in the 4th of Zede- 
kiah after the confederacy, and that the rebellion occurred at 
a later period; and this is more likely than that the rebellion 
began in the 4th year and lasted, unchecked by Nebuchadnez- 
zar, till the 9th. -From Ezek. xvii. 17, it appears that the 
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time of the revolt lies before 592, the 7th year, xx. 1, and 
perhaps after 593, the 6th year, (27th Aug.) viii. 1. 


Past IV. Chap. xxx—xxxv. 

(1.) Chap. xxx. xxxi. The prophecy of final mercy for Judah 
and Ephraim : 

(2.) xxxii. xxxill.: the promise confirmed by two revelations 
during the siege. 

Supplement: (1) Chap. xxxiv. 1—7. The message to Ze- 
dekiah during the siege.—(2) ἐδ. 8—end: concerning slavery. 
The king and people, during a short-lived reformation, had 
covenanted to observe the law of release, Exod. xxi. 2—11. 
Deut. xv. 12—18, by giving liberty in the sabbatical year to 
all Hebrew bondservants: “but afterwards they turned and 
caused the servants whom they had let go free to return, and 
brought them into subjection;” viz. as it seems from v. 22, 
at a time when they were relieved for a while from their 
apprehension by the withdrawal of Nebuchadnezzar army. 
The Egyptian army had made a demonstration in favour of 
Jerusalem, xxxvii. 5, ‘“‘ and when the Chaldeans which besieged 
Jerusalem heard tidings of them, they departed from Jeru- 
salem.” The siege began 9th Zedekiah, 10th month, 10th day, 
hi. 4. Ezek, xxiv. 1; i.e. 25 December, Β. ο. 590: it was pro- 
bably in the spring of the following year that the demonstra- 
tion was made on the part of Egypt. The year beginning 
Tisri, 590 8. c., was actually a sabbatical year: (infra Chap. v. 
Sect. iv.)—(3) Chap. xxxv. concerning the Rechabites. This 
incident occurred during the former siege, in the 4th of Je- 
hoiakim. 

Part V. The history of the roll. 

(1.) Chap. xxxvi. Baruch writes in a roll, in the 4th of Je- 
hoiakim, all the prophecies delivered by Jeremiah “against 
Israel and Judah and against all the Gentiles,” from the 
13th of Josiah to that day, and is ordered to read it 
in the temple, in the hearing of all the people, on a fast- 
ing day. (Εν. “on the fast-day” is a mistranslation). 
Accordingly, on occasion of a special extraordinary fast- 
day which was appointed to take place in the 9th month 
of the following year, the roll is read, apparently for the 
first time. Perhaps the writing began towards the close 
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of the 4th of Jehoiakim, 606—5 : and after the completion, 
no fit opportunity might occur before the 9th month 
next ensuing, about Dec. 605'. The roll is destroyed by 
Jehoiakim, and Baruch is commanded to write another, 
containing all the former words: to these were added 
besides ‘“‘ many like words.” The contents of this roll, as 
then written, would be Chap. i—xx. xxv. xlvi—xlix. 

(2.) Chap. xlv. The concluding address to Baruch after the 
first writing of the roll. 


Parr VI. The remaining chapters to chap. xlv. consist of 

historical matter. 

(1.) xxxvii—xxxix. History of the siege, Dec. 590 to July 
588: imprisonment of the prophet: capture of the city, 
9 July, 588: destruction of city and temple, 8 August. 

(2.) xl—xliii. History of the remnant which was left. Geda- 
liah is appointed viceroy ; assassinated by Ishmael, in the 
7th month (588). Johanan son of Kareah, and the rem- 
nant, against Jeremiah’s warning, flee into Egypt, taking 
the Prophet with them. Prophecy against Egypt. 

(3.) Chap. xliv. Renewed warning against idolatry in Egypt. 
Prophecy concerning Pharaoh Hophra (Apries). See p. 191. 


Part VII. The Apocalypse of Babylon's Judgment and 
Overthrow, chap. 1. li. This was sent in writing to the exiles 
at Babylon in the 4th year of Zedekiah. 

Ewald, regarding this memorable prophecy with the eyes of 
one who quietly assumes, as matter of course, that there is no 
such thing as a genuine revelation of future events by inspi- 
ration of God, assigns this composition to the time after the 
event which it describes. He admits indeed that “it has nu- 
merous words, turns of expression, sentiments, and indeed its 
general plan, in common with the genuine oracles of Jeremiah,” 


but this he says is to be ascribed to careful imitation: the 
1 Je is not necessary to infer from v. 8, | evidently a misreading of the numeral 
that there was a previous reading or read- , MasTl. The number “ fifth’’ is not an 
ingr: and it would be contrary to all ᾿ error for “fourth : all the MSS. have it, 
analogy to suppose that the years of Je- | and besides, if the same year had been 
hoiakim bear date from the Ist of ‘Tisri, | meant at v. 9 δὲ in v. 1, it would have 
the 7th month, i.e. that the 4th year be- | been expressed by NWT FTW, as at 
gan 1 Tisri 607 or 606, and the 5th at | xxviii. 1.) 
1 Tisri 606 or 5. (The LXX. has ὀγδοῴ, | 
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author wanted to pass for Jeremiah, whose style therefore he 
studied, and copied with considerable success. An hypothesis 
than which nothing can be more preposterous. In an age of 
leisurely school-learning, when Alexandrine professors studied 
style, and culled phrases, and published forgeries of Euripides 
and Plato, one can imagine the son of Sirach, for example, 
thus copying from Solomon's Proverbs: but one must be blind 
to the plainest literary distinctions of persons and times, to 
represent a Jew in the time of Cyrus deliberately sitting down 
to indite a pseudepigraphum of Jeremiah. 

The concluding chapter, li., gives ἃ summary account of 
the capture and destruction of Jerusalem, in the same terms 
as 2 Kings xxv., but with som additional particulars, ο. 28 ff. 
The deportation of 3,023 persons in the 7th of Nebuchadnezzar, 
seems at variance with 2 Kings xxiv. 11—16, in both particu- 
lars. The captivity of Jeconiah befel in the 8th of Nebuchad- 
nezzar and took off 10,000 persons, at least, from Jerusalem. 
‘He carried away all Jerusalem and all the princes and all 
the mighty men of valour, even 10,000 captives, and all the 
craftsmen and smiths.” As however these latter are not in- 
cluded in the 10,000, the sum was 11,000, see v.16; and 
since the fighting men were 7,000, the two statements are re- 
conciled thus : 

7,000 “men of might,” 2 Kings xxiv. 16. 
3,023 [principal men of Jerusalem] Jer. lii. 28. 


10,023 “ princes and mighty men, 10,000,” 2 Kings xxv. 14. 
1,000 “smiths and craftsmen,” 16. 

As to the other statement, which places this deportation 
in the seventh year of Nebuchadnezzar, it is probable that the 
author of this passage (certainly not Jeremiah) followed a 
different reckoning of the years of this king. This is the 
more likely, as the second deportation, which Jeremiah places 
in the 19th year, is here referred to the 18th. There is no 
way of reconciling these two statements with the other dates, 
but by supposing that the author dated the reign of Nebu- 
chadnezzar from s.c. 605, a year earlier than the epoch of 
Daniel and the Canon. This is not surprising, when it is con- 
sidered that the author of this passage wrote perhaps at Ba- 
bylon, but certainly after Nebuchadnezzar’s death. The date 
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of the third and final deportation, 28rd Nebuchadnezzar, must 
therefore lie in 583 3s.c. Josephus seems only to give his own 
inference from this very passage when he says, Ant. x. 9.7, 
that “in the 5th year after the destruction of Jerusalem, which 
is the 23rd of Nebuchadnezzar, the king invaded Ccelesyria, 
subjugated Moab and Ammon, then turned his arms against 
Egypt, slew its king and led the Jews captive thence to Ba- 
bylon.” There is no proof that Nebuchadnezzar was in Egypt 
so early as 583, and it is certain that Apries, the Pharaoh 
whom Nebuchadnezzar conquered and put to death, reigned till 
near 570 ΒΘ. This deportation, then, affected such of the 
Jews as remained in Judah or the neighbouring countries. And 
it is certain that the Chaldean armies were in Syria at the 
time mentioned: Infra p. 189 f. 


CHRONOLOGY OF EZEKIEL. 


§ 183. ΤῊΝ prophecies of Ezekiel follow each other, 
with one or two exceptions, in the order of time. But they 
have also a systematical arrangement, according to subjects, 
and this is the source of the deviations from the chrono- 
logical order. 

The entire collection naturally falls into three parta:— 

I. Ohap. i—xxiv: containing the Prophecies delivered 
before the destruction of the Temple: 

II. Chap. xxv—xxxii: containing Prophecies against 
heathen nations: 

III. Chap. xxxiii.—ond : Prophecies of mercy, restoration 
and final salvation. 


The Finsr Parr is composed of three Dzetstons, each 
of which seems to fall into three Secteons. 


Division I. Chap. i—xi. 

Sect. i. i. 1; iii. 21. The Prophet's firat vision, and in- 
auguration and mission to his prophetical office. 

Sect. ii. Chap. iii. 22—vii. The second appearance of the 
vision—the judgment is denounced (a) on Jerusalem: 
the Prophet symbolically enacts the siege: the 390 + 40 
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years of provocation ; iii. 22—v. (6) on the mountains of 
Canaan, the scenes of idolatry; vi. (6) on the whole 
land ; vii. 

Sect. iii. Chap. viii—xi. The third vision: the Prophet is 
carried in the Spirit to Jerusalem, where he beholds (a) 
Jerusalem’s abominations ; viil. (ὁ) the destroying angels, 
and the renewed vision of the cherubim ix —x. 17. 
(c) provocations of the chief men of Jerusalem, against 
whom he prophesies, ending with a promise of mercy 
to the dispersed of Judah. x. 18—xi. 

The time noted in i. 1, 2. 5th year, 4th month, 5th day, 
is B.c. 594. 10th June; therefore at 11. 16, is 17 June. At 
viii. 1. the 6th year, 6th month, 5th day, is Β.ο. 593. 27th Au- 
gust. The interval between the two last is 436 days; whence 
it seems that the time occupied in Sect. i. was really 430 days, 
and that there was an interval of 6 days between Sect. i. and 
ii., or li. and iil. 


Division II. Chap. xii—-xx. 

Sect. i. xii. 1—20. Symbolical Prophecies against the vain 
hopes of the exiles: in three symbolical actions. 

Sect. ii. xii. 21; xiv. 11. Concerning Prophets: the cer- 
tain accomplishment of God’s word—judgment on false 
prophets—and on all who seek the word of the Lord ἡ 
in insincerity. The incident xiv. 1, is repeated at xx. 
1, ff. (with a note of time.) 

Sect. iii. xiv. 12—-xix. Jerusalem’s provocations, especially 
her treacherous breach of covenant with the king of 
Babylon.— 

Chap. xx. the Prophet relates more fully the incident, 
briefly touched upon in chap. xiv. 1—11, which gave 
occasion to this set of prophecies: and recapitulates the 
history of Israel’s provocations. 

The time noted xx. 1, the 7th year, 5th month, 10th day, 
is B.c. 592. 28rd July. | 


Division III. Chap. xxi—xxiv. 
Sect. i. xxi. The sword of the Lord. 
Sect. ii. xxii. xxii. The bloody City. Jerusalem shall be 
as Samaria. 
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Sect. ili. xxiv. 1—14. The siege is begun:—-the boiling 
caldron—o. 15—-27. Death of the Prophet's wife: his 
speechless mourning, the type of the mourning for the 
city. 

The time of xxiv. 1., the first day of the siege, is 25 Dec. 
B.c. 590. At the end of chap. xxiv. it is evidently intimated 
that the Prophet is thenceforth silent for a season—namely 
until the time noted at xxxiii. 21. Here then ends the first 
part of this book, 


The Szconp Parr, chap. xxv—xxxii. consists of prophecies 
against heathen nations, delivered at sundry times. Here, as 
in Jeremiah, seven nations are the subject of the predictions. 


Ammon. xxv. 1—7. 
Moab. 8—11. 
Edom. 12—14. 


Philistia. 15—17. 

Tyre. xxvi. 1—xxviii. 19. ‘This prophecy is dated, “In the 11th 
year, on the first day of the — month:” the numeral of the 
month is lost. 

6. Sidon. xxxviii, 20—26. 
7. Egypt. xxix—xxxii. 

In xxix. 1. we have the date, 10th year, 10th month, 
llth day = Β.ο. 589. 14th December. It is prophesied that 
Egypt shall be desolate 40 years, υ. 1—16.—At a later 
time, v. 17—-end was inserted: it is dated 27th year, lst 
month, Ist day, ¢.¢. 572. B.c. 6th April. Nebuchadnezzar 
shall have Egypt as his hire for his service against Tyre.— 
“At xaa. 90. the date is llth year, Ist month, 7th day, 
=9 April 588.—At xxxi. 1, the same year, 3rd month, 
Ist day.—xxxii. 1, 12th year, 12th month, Ist day. ἑ. 6. 
10 Feb. (or 12 Mar.) 586. The dirge which follows is dated 
the 15th of the same month: 24 Feb. (or 26 Mar.). 

The siege of Tyre mentioned in xxix. 18, as then ended, 
(572 πιο. 6th April) can be no other than that which is 
recorded in the Tyrian annals quoted by Josephus, between 
which and the statement of Ezekiel the coincidence is com- 
plete. The siege lasted 13 years, Menander ap. Jos. c. Apion. 
i. 21. Philostratus ap. Ant. x. 11.1. That it began accord- 
ing to the Tyrian annals in 585 and consequently ended 572 
8. c. is evident from the subsequent enumeration : 


om 89 bo 
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Years. Months. 

Ithobal, king when Tyre was besieged ...........:.seseese0s 13 

Baal .....0.:.cscscccecscescececccecescsccscaccccccscesencccssecseeness 10 

After him, Judges: Ecmnibal. ...............c000.:.sceseceeeeeeees 0 2 
ΠΝ 0 10 
ADQArUS .......cccscccsccescovecreevecceees 0 3 
Mytgonus \ sessesecsecsvenssaveses er: 
Gerastratus 

[ὧν μεταξὺ reigned Balatorus ..............--sseseeeseeeerrees 1 J 

On his death, Merbal, from Babylon .............esseseerees 4 

Hiro. .........cccccccescecccccccccsscccccccssccccccceccaseccccecescs 20 

SUM.....ccccsesccvecscceecs 55 3 


As Josephus makes the sum 54 years, 3 months, it would 
seem that the one year of Balatorus is included in the pre- 
ceding term of six years. The Tyrian annals add, that in 
the 14th year of Hirom Κῦρος ὁ Πέρσης τὸ κράτος παρέ- 
AaBev—this synchronism points to the year 538 Β.ο.. Hence 
the siege began 47 years before 538, ὁ. 6. in 585 8.c. there- 
fore ended 572 3.c., the very year of Ezekiel’s prophecy. So 
far, nothing can be more complete than the coineidence. To 
this we may add, that whereas according to the prophecy of 
both Jeremiah and Ezekiel, Pharaoh-Hophra was to be slain 
by Nebuchadnezzar, so Herodotus and Manetho agree in as- 
signing the end of the reign of Apries to the year 570 B.c.— 
But then Josephus, or Menander, seems to place the begin- 
ning of the siege in the seventh of Nebuchadnezzar: εβδόμῳ 
μὲν yap περὶ τῆς Ν αβονχοδονοσόρου βασιλείας ἤρξατο πολι- 
ορκεῖν Τύρον. But the seventh year of Nebuchadnezzar begins 
at latest 598 p.c. Now the meaning cannot be, that Nebu- 
chadnezzar began a siege in his 7th year = 598 (at the time 
of Jeconiah’s captivity) which lasted 13 years, to B.c. 585, for 
the “seventh year” is plainly expressed as the terminus a quo 
of the term of 54 years, in which the 14th of Hirom coin- 
cides with the lst year of Cyrus. Hence we must suppose 
either that the βασιλεία of Nebuchadnezzar in respect of Tyre 
is here made to begin at 592 3.c., which is not probable—or, 
that Josephus meant to assign to Jthobal a reign of 19 years, 
in the seventh of which Nebuchadnezzar laid siege to Babylon. 
And indeed, the strange construction ἐβδ. περὶ τῆς Naf. 
βασιλείας seems to imply some corruption of the text. Or, 
lastly, it may be, that Josephus confused two terms of 13 
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years, the one beginning at the 7th year of Nebuchadnezzar 
and ending 585 s.c. in the first year of the siege, the other 
the time of the siege, extending from 585 to 572 8.ο.} 

With regard to the fulfilment of this series of prophecies, 
it is remarkable that Herodotus seems to have received no 
information concerning ἃ Chaldean invasion of Egypt in which 
Apries lost his life, and in consequence of which Egypt lay 
desolate 40 years. Nay, he was made to believe a story which 
is in direct opposition, at every pomt, to the prophetical de- 
nunciation. “41 will exterminate the multitude of Egypt by 
the hand of Nebuchadnezzar...they shall fill the land with 
slain: I will make the streams dry, and sell the land into the 
hand of the wicked; and I will make the land waste and 
all that is there, by the hand of strangers...and there shall 
be no more a prince of the land of Egypt.” xxx. 10 ff. “I will 
bring war on thee, and destroy out of thee man and beast, 
that Egypt shall be a wilderness and a desert,..I will come 
upon thee and upon thy streams, and will make Egypt de- 
sert...it shall lie waste forty years, and 1 will scatter Egypt 
among the nations and disperse it among the lands...A/fter 
forty years I will gather Egypt from among the nations where 
they are scattered, I will turn the captivity of Egypt and 
bring it back to the land of Pathros, to the land of their 
origin, that there they may make a small kingdom, it shall 
be the smallest of the kingdoms, and shall no more exalt itself 
over the nations.” xxix. 8 ff. Yet Herodotus -relates from 
the mouth of his informants that Amasis, the successor of 
Apries (from whom he had revolted) reigned most prosper- 
ously through a long reign of 45 years (Manetho, 42 years): 
that the Nile never before so fertilized the cowntry: that there 
were in Egypt no less than 20,000 inhabited cities.—This 
account rests on the sole testimony of the Egyptian priests. 
And in spite of the pains taken to disguise it, the truth shines 
out in glimpses here and there. The low extraction of 
Amasis is not concealed: the Egyptians admit that he was 
a despot ; they let out that it was in his time that foreigners 


1Gesenius in Esai. i. 7.11, retains | Bad. 346 sqq., des Vignoles, Hengsten. 
ἑβδύμῳ without enquiry: so Rosenmiiller | berg de rebus Tyriorum 37 sqq. substi- 
Alterthumsk. ii. 1. 84. Perizonius Orig. | tute εἰκοστῷ for ἑβδόμῳ. 
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began to acquire power and influence in Egypt, c. 178. I 
do not hesitate to believe that during 40 out of the 45 years 
which Herodotus gives to Amasis the land was impoverished 
and welnigh desolate, in consequence of its entire subjugation 
by Nebuchadnezzar. Perhaps Amasis was appointed by the 
Babylonian king as his satrap or viceroy. 

It should be observed, that according to the Egyptians 
themselves Amasis did not dare to refuse the demand of the 
Persian king, when he required the daughter of Amasis for 
his harem. Herodot. iii. 1. The king was Cambyses, but 
the Egyptians here also wanted to impose upon the historian 
that it was Cyrus, and that Cambyses was the offspring of 
that great monarch by the daughter of Apries, the last 
Pharaoh. Herodotus detected this part of the imposture, but 
not the former, though both are of a piece, and alike had 
their origin in national vanity and audacious lying. The 
facts, I suppose, may be thus represented. Soon after 572 
Β. 6.0 Nebuchadnezzar invades Egypt, conquers Apries and 
puts him to death, and carries off the spoil of Egypt together 
with its chief men, to some other part of his dominions: 
Amasis is appointed his viceroy. Cyrus, about 532 8.c., 
“turns the captivity” of Egypt, as he had done before for 
the Jews. On his death, Amasis revolts, and Cambyses in- 
vades and fully subjugates all Egypt 3.c. 525. If the story 
of Herodotus be true, the prophecies of Jeremiah xliv. 28-30; 
xlvi. 18-28, and of Ezekiel, were falsified by the event— 
they were mere forebodings which were never realized: and on 
this supposition it is inexplicable how they should ever have 
found their way into the Canon. Both collections were cer- 
tainly formed during the lifetime of the prophets themselves. 
But surely these distinct and explicit predictions would not 
have been allowed to remain, if it was notorious that Nebu- 
chadnezzar did not subjugate Egypt in the manner and with 
the consequence which had been predicted. That the fulfil- 
ment may have fallen short of the awful terms of the pre- 
diction, I am not concerned to deny: only, I do not ascribe 
the excess to “the hyperbolism of the oriental style.” The 
judgment on Egypt is a figure of future judgments in the 
overthrow of the Church’s last Adversary. The near lies 
blended with the remote in the perspective of the vision. 


(mt .-.ο.Ἠ....Ἅ...-..... ..... -Ξ-Ἔ.ὄ.Ἄ.-ὄ- 
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Tue Turep Parr, extending from chap. xxxiii. to the end, 
consists of the Apocalypse of Messiah’s coming and kingdom. 

Before the catastrophe, and apparently on the very day 
of the siege, the prophet was put to silence for awhile, in 
speechless sorrow for his lost wife, which typified the mourn- 
ing which should be when Jerusalem was cut off. xxiv. 1527. 


‘But it was intimated, “In that day (when he that escapeth 


shall come to thee to cause thee to hear it with thine ears) 
thy mouth shall be opened to him which is escaped, and 
thou shalt speak and be no more dumb.” vo. 26, 27. Ac- 
cordingly, xxxili. 21. f. “it came to pass in the eleventh' year 
of our captivity, in the 10th month, the 5th day of the month, 
that one that had escaped out of Jerusalem came unto me, 
saying, The city is smitten. Now the hand of the Lord was 
upon me in the evening, afore he that was escaped came 
and had opened my mouth, until he came to me in the 
morning, and my mouth was opened, and I was no more dumb.” 
Then, looking back upon the judgment as past, the Prophet 
reveals the mercy which was in store for Israel_—This part 
seems to fall into seven sections. | 

Sect. i. Chap. xxxiii. In order that the promised mercy 
may come, there must be a True Prophet, to whom the people 
must hearken obediently. (The passage, v. 21—29, is inserted 
here as connected with the occasion of this prophecy, not 
with ite subject-matter.) ; 

Sect. ii. Chap. xxxiv. God will judge the shepherds to 
whom He has delivered His flock, which they have oppressed. 
He will raise up the True Shepherd, the Messiah_—By the 
“ahepherds” we are to understand not the former kings or future 
chiefs of Israel and Judah, but the Gentile Powers to which the 
nation is delivered over for chastisement : those, namely, which 
in Daniel are symbolized by the image of four metals. 

Sect. iti. Chap. xxxv. xxxvi. Mount Seir (the literal, and 
the figurative, ὁ. 6. the type of some future enemy of God's 
Church—perhaps Rome) shall be. desolate ; then the mountains 
of Israel shall be exalted ; all Israel shall be saved. 


‘In the Hebrew “the twelfth year,” | κάτῳ ἔτει, ἐν τῷ δωδεκάτῳ μηνί. The 
; : : true reading is, doubtless, “ eleventh.” 
JO D 66 3 , 
(TW Twy ΠΩΣ ) the tenth Then the tidings reached Ezekiel five 
month, fifth day..’ LXX. ἐν τῷ δὲς | months after the catastrophe. 
13 
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Sect. iv. Chap. xxxvii. 1—14. The resurrection of the 
dry bones of Iarael. 

Sect. v. ibid. 15—28. The reunion of Ephraim and Ju- 
dah under one king. 

Sect. vi. Chap. xxxviii. xxxix. The judgment of Gog (the 
last Antichrist ἢ) 

Sect. vii. Chap. xl—xlviii. The vision of the new Temple’ 
and of the land of promise in the kingdom of Messiah. — This 
section is headed with a date, “in the 25th year of our cap- 
tivity, in the beginning of the year, in the 10th day of the 
month, in the 14th year after that the city was smitten :” 
the time thus indicated is s.c. 574, 29th March. 


CHRONOLOGY OF DANIEL. 


§ 184. Tue Book of Daniel falls into two parts, the 
first of which, chap. i—vi., consists of historical matter, 
arranged in chronological order: the second, chap. vii—xil., 
of four visions, likewise chronologically arranged. The first 
part extends from 606 to 537 8.0., the second from 555 
to 534. 


Past I. Chap.i.1. The 3rd year of Jehoiakim ended 
1 Nisan s.c. 606. It seems then, that the siege of Jerusalem 
began in this third year, ¢.¢. before 1 Nisan s.c. 606. 

Chap. ii. 1. See above § 170: the year is 603 5.0. 

Chap. ii. The erection of the colossus of gold is placed 
by the L.XX and Theodotion in the 18th year of Nebuchad- 
nezzar: probably, because the 18th of Nebuchadnezzar accord- 
ing to the Canon is 587 B.c., the year after the destruction of 
Jerusalem. As 8 conjecture, this is not unlikely. 

Chap. iv. is without a date: but the narrative clearly 
imphes that Nebuchadnezzar’s madness fell at the close of 
his reign. And with this agree the accounts of Berosus and 
Abydenus. The former (ap. J oseph. c. A pion.) RAYS, Na- 
βουχοδονόσ ορος μὲν οὖν MET a τὸ ἄρξασ θαι Tov προειρημένον 
τείχους; ἐμπεσὼν εἰς ἀῤῥωστίαν, μετηλλάξα ro τὸν βίον βε- 
βασιλευκὼς ἔτη τισσαράκοντα τρία. The latter (ap. Euseb. 
Prop. Εν. 1x. 41. and Chron. Armen. i. 59.), strangely con- 
fusing together the historical fact recorded by Daniel and 
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the insight into futurity which Nebuchadnezzar acquired from 
the communications of the Hebrew Seer, relates how, at the 
close of his conquests, Nebuchadnezzar, having ascended to the 
roof of his palace (ἀναβὰς τὰ βασιλήϊα, comp. v. 29), under 
the influence of some unknown god, fell into an ecstasy, and. 
prophesied concerning the Persian who should become master 
of Babylon, aided by the Mede in whom the Assyrians (¢. 6. 
Babylonians) now put their confidence. ‘And oh that ere 
that day come, he (the Mede) were driven to wander in the 
wilderness where are no cities, no track of the foot of man, 
where wild beasts feed, and birds roam, a lonely wanderer in 
rocks and dens: and may I, or ever I see this, meet with a 
better fate.—Having thus prophesied, immediately he disap- 
peared.” It is plain that in this prophetical imprecation which 
he puts into the mouth of Nebuchadnezzar, he ascribes to the 
Mede the frenzy which befel Nebuchadnezzar himself. 

The reign of Nebuchadnezzar lasted in all 43 years, and 
ended in one of the first three months of s.c. 561 (§ 161). 
But he was in Egypt in or after 3.c. 572. (§ 183.) Ezek. xxix. 
17. The interval is at most eleven years, and this chapter 
of Daniel includes eight. Hence, for the date of Nebuchad- 
nezzars dream, we get about the year 570 5.0. ; of his mad- 
ness, 569; of his recovery, 562 B.c. 

Chap.v. The date of the capture of Babylon lies after 
24 December 539 (in the Canon): if the festival during which 
Babylon was taken was the Sacea, held in the month Lous 
the date is July or August 538. 

Chap. vi. On Darius the Mede, see § 173—179. The time 
is 538-7. 


Parr II. In chap. ii. the mystery of the four antichristian 
empires was revealed by Daniel in the interpretation of Ne- 
buchadnezzar’s dream. In chap. 111. the colossus on the plain 
of Dura symbolized that image: the three holy children ex- 
hibit ‘the faith and patience of the saints” throughout the 
ages of the Church's endurance. In chap. iv. the madness 
of Nebuchadnezzar, “till seven times passed over him,” has 
the same symbolical reference: which may also be traced in 
chap. v. vi. Thus the two parts of this book are closely 
connected, in virtue of their common reference to the same 

13—2 
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great drama of Divine Providence. In the first, we have 
historical facts, deeply symbolical, designed for the encourage- 
ment of the saints in all generations of their warfare; m 
the second part, that revelation of the future, of which an 
outline only was given in the former chapters, is filled up 
m detail. 

.. Chap. vii. The Vision of the Four Beasts, denoting the 
four powers of Antichrist. The time of the vision lies in the 
first year of Belshazzar or Nabonned, which began between 
28 Dec. 556 and the same day of 555. 

Chap. viii. The Vision of the Ram and He-goat, relating 
proximately to the rise of the Grecian empire and its ter- 
mination in the Syrian Antichrist, but blending with this the 
erisis of the Roman judgment and of the last Antichrist.—Its 
date is 553—2 B.c. 

Chap. ix. Prophecy of the Seventy Weeks. The first year 
of Darius began 538 3.c.: the time of this vision lies therefore 
between that year and 536 8.c.—Babylon was now taken: 
the long-promised Cyrus (Isai. xliv. 28.) was come; the 
“seventy years” of desolation were welnigh spent. It had 
seemed as though the earlier seers had identified the deliver- 
ance from Babel with Messiah’s advent. Yet even in the 
previous revelations accorded to Daniel it was clearly implied 
that yet a long space of time must first run its course. From 
the perplexity which these thoughts might occasion, the 
Seer is now relieved by a further revelation, in which is set 
forth, in terms mysterious and hard to be understood before 
the event, the fact that a period of “ seventy-times seven ” 
was yet to be accomplished before Messiah’s coming. . 

Chap. x—xii. Vision of the “Scripture of Truth,” de- 
scribing in minute detail the course of the Second, or Grecian 
Empire, which was the subject of the second vision, chap. viii. 
Here also, the Syrian crisis is..blended with that of the fourth - 
empire. The time of the vision is minutely described: it was 
the 24th of Nisan, in the 3rd year of Cyrus. Now there is no 
need whatever to suppose that the 3rd year of Cyrus bears 
date here as in the Canon. The occasion of Daniel’s mourn- 
ing and fasting, which began on the 8rd of Nisan, and ended 
on the 24th (9—30 April), it is not difficult to conjecture. 
He had expected, it may be, that the return of the chosen 
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nation from captivity would be attended with more signal 
marks of the Divine favour than had in fact appeared. For 
when Cyrus issued the decree, great numbers of the captivity 
voluntarily remained in Babylon, shewing themselves careless 
of the predicted mercies. He was himself detained there, 
either by his advanced age, or by circumstances of which 
we are not informed. And this was doubtless a grief to 
the aged Seer, to which perhaps the Angel refers in those 
words of consolation: “thou shalt stand im thy lot in the end of 
the days.” Even of those who did return, the greater part 
were deficient in faith and resolution, so that the building 
of God’s House was delayed, eventually for nearly 20 years. 
The prospect was every way disappointing and disheartening. 
The sacerdotal families were mixed with strangers, the oracle 
of Urim and Thummim was wanting, and was never restored. 
(Ezra ii. 63. Neh. vii. 65.) As yet no prophet was raised up. 
The daily sacrifice was offered up in the midst of dangers, 
in the sight of scoffing and malignant adversaries. In the 
second year (535), the foundations of the Temple were laid ; 
but the work proceeded no further: “ΤῸ the people of the 
land weakened the hands of the people of Judah and_ troubled 
them from building, and hired counsellers against them to 
frustrate their purpose all the days of Cyrus king of Persia.” 
Ezra iv. 4. And we may observe, that the tidings of their 
machinations and of their result would be known to Daniel 
not long before the time which is noted in the beginning of 
this vision. Thus saddened and disappointed, he mourned and 
fasted. It was in the month Nisan, at’ the time of the 
passover. That great solemnity could not be duly celebrated 
out of Jerusalem, nor without a temple; and therefore it 
is that the celebration of the first passover after the dedi- 
cation of the new temple is so circumstantially described: Ezra 
vi. 19. Thus, the season of this great festival-memorial of the 
first Exode was turned for Daniel into a time of mourning. 


It is not without a purpose that the time of the vision is 


named: it reminds one of the joyful solemnity which ought 
at that time to have been proceeding. And here F venture 
to suggest, that the period of 3 weeks, or 21 days, during 
which Daniel mourned, and the Angel was withstood by the 
Prince of Persia. x. 18, may be a type of the period during 
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which the powers of Persia stood opposed to the work of 
the Lord at Jerusalem. For the Temple was finished and 
the first passover celebrated, as we shall presently see, in 
the year 513, just twenty-one years after the date of the vision. 


CHRONOLOGY OF EZRA, ESTHER, AND NEHEMIAH, AND OF 
THE CONTEMPORARY PROPHETS. ° 


§ 185. In the year 536 8.0. Cyrus issued his decree 
for the return of the Jews, whosoever were willing, to Je- 
rusalem. By the seventh month of the year, which began 
24 September, “the children of Israel were in their cities, 
and the people gathered themselves together as one man to 
Jerusalem.” The 24th September was a Monday: on the 
following sabbath, 29 Sept., the ritual of the daily service 
was established afresh. (ᾧ 33, 34.) The daily sacrifice be- 
gan 1 Tisri = 24 Sept. 

Ezra iii. 8. ‘In the second year of their coming unto 
the house of God at Jerusalem, in the second month began 
Zerubbabel, &c. to set forward the work of the House of the 
Lord.” The year is 535 8.c. The building was frustrated 
all the days of Cyrus king of Persia. Ezra wv. 5. 

By the Canon, the first year of Cambyses bears date from 
Dec. 530: $4.6. the reign began 529 x.c. Cyrus died 9 years 
after the conquest of Babylon, according to the Canon: with 
which Herodotus agrees, for he reckons 44 years to the ac- 
cession of Xerxes, t.¢. 485 s.c. Cyrus had reigned in Persia 
29 years, Herod. i. 214. Cambyses is called Ahasuerus, iv. 6. 
His reign, together with that of the impostor Smerdis the 
Μάγος, who succeeded him, and reigned, according to He 
rodotus and Manetho, seven months, lasted 8 years, which the 
Canon assigns to Cambyses alone. Smerdis in Ezra iv. 7. is 
called Artaxerxes. 

§ 186. By the Canon, the reign of Darius bears date 
from Dec. 522, therefore began in 521 3.c. With this the 
other accounts agree. Darius, it is well known (see Mr. Clin- 
ton Ff. H. ἃ. 247. Phil. Mus. i. 387.), died 485 3.c. He had 
reigned 36 years (Herod. vii. 4. Manetho, and the Canon); his 
first year therefore began 521 8.c. Hence some ehronologists 
make the 2nd of Darius (Ezra v. 24; vi. 1. Haggai. i. 1. 
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Zech. i. 1) = 520-519 3.c. But it is almost certain that this 
cannot be the year intended. For it appears from Herodotus, 
that Darius did not at once obtain quiet possession of Babylon. 
That city revolted, and the siege, the preparations for which 
must have taken some time, lasted 20 months. Possibly there- 
fore the Scripture epoch of the Ist of Darius may lie two 
years (or more) later than his epoch in the Canon. It was 
in the 2nd of Darius that “he made a decree, and search 
was made in the house of the rolls where the treasures were 
laid up αὐ Babylon.” Ezra vi. 1. Before this, Haggai and 
Zechariah began to prophesy, v. 1, the former in the 6th month 
of the 2nd year of Darius, i. 1; the latter in the 8th month. 
The foundation of the Temple was laid in the 9th month, 
24th day, Haggai ii. 18, seemingly before the arrival of 
the rescript from Darius. At all events, the rescript seems 
to have been issued—and therefore the search among the 
rolls at Babylon must have been made—in the second year 
current of Darius. It is true, in Zech. vii. 1 ff. we find 
certain ambassadors of Darius present at Jerusalem in the 
4th year of that king, and these may be supposed to have 
been the bearers of the rescript: and had we no other notes of 
time for our guidance, we might assume this latter date for the 
decree of Darius. But it seems to follow from Zech. 1. 12, 
comp. vii. 5, that in the 2nd of Darius a certain period of seventy 
years, reached its close: not the seventy years of Jeremiah, 
beginning at 606 B.c., but a period of the same extent 
measured from some other epoch. And this epoch could be 
no other than the burning of the Temple, in the 5th month 
of 588 3.c. For the whole term is characterized in Zech. vii. 5, 
by the yearly observance of certain fasts; ‘“‘ Ye fasted and 
mourned in the 5th and 7th months, even these seventy years.” 
Both fasts related to events which occurred in the year 588, 
and not earlier, namely, the burning of the Temple m the 
5th month and the murder of Gedaliah in the 7th, Jer. xli, 1. 
These 70 years, then, of Zechariah, bear date from the year 
of the burning of the Temple, or 588 3.c., and end 518 8.0. 
And this view of the case illustrates the history. A period 
of 70 years had been foretold by Jeremiah, and expired in 
the Ist year of Cyrus s.c. 586. Then a beginning was made 
in the rebuilding of the Temple and of Jerusalem. But the 
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work was hindered yet several years. At last, in the second 
of Darius, without an order from that king, Zerubbabel and 
the elders, under the prophesying of Haggai and Zechariah, 
recommenced the work. Why at that time in particular ? 
Because then the threatened 70 years of indignation had as- 
suredly run their course. They seemed to have ended in the 
Ist. of Cyrus, but the event had shewn that there was still 
a residue of the penal sabbatism. Hence it was natural that 
the reflecting believers should date the sabbatism, in one sense, 
from the epoch of the consummation of the judgment upon 
Jerusalem in the burning of the city and Temple: and, 
now that 70 years were completed, the faithful said, ‘The 
time is come;” and though the people gainsaid, “The time is 
not come, the time that the Lord’s House should be built,” 
(Haggai 1. 2) yet ‘‘then the prophets Haggai and Zechariah 
prophesied, and then rose up Zerubbabel and Joshua and began 
to build the House of God.” (Ezra v. 1): began, without 
order or permission or revokement of the existing prohibitions, 
because, like Daniel, “they knew from the books” that the 
predestined term of indignation must certainly have expired. 
Accordingly, Haggai began to prophesy in the sixth month, 
the first day of the month, within 3 weeks after the anniver- 
gary of the day of the destruction of the Temple. 

§ 187. Hence I believe, that on the 9th day of the 5th 
month in the 2nd year of Darius according to the Scripture 
reckoning, ἃ period of 70 years from the day of the destruc- 
tion of the Temple reached its close: that is, that this date 
in the 2nd of Darius coincides with the same date of the 
year 588-70 = 518 5... And with this result agrees the 
statement already quoted from Herodotus. The rolls at Ba- 
bylon were not accessible till full two years after the actual 
accession of Darius, for Babylon was besieged all the second 
(actual) year of that king: He began to reign at some time 
between 1 Jan. 521 and 1 Jan. 520: he did not become 
master of Babylon, at the earliest, till about the corresponding 
date of 519, therefore 518 coincides in part with the 2nd of 
Darius reckoned from the conquest of Babylon, an event which 
to the Jews, by reason of their connexion with that city, 
where considerable numbers of the exiles still resided, would 
naturally constitute the epoch of the new reign. 
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§ 188. As the 6th, 7th, 9th and 11th months of the 
Jewish year lie in the second year of Darius, it follows that 
the month-epoch of Darius lies between the 11th and 6th 
months; doubtless therefore it is 1 Nisan, viz. of the year 519 
B.c. Hence 

Haaear i, 1. 2 Darius, 6th month, Ist day = 4 August: 
on this day Haggai began to prophesy. On the 24th of the 
month = 27 Aug. Joshua and Zerubbabel began to take mea- 
sures for the carrying on of the work. On the 21st of the 
7th month = 23 Sept., Haggai prophesied a second time, ii. 1. 
On the 24th of the 9th month, ii. 10, t.¢. 24 November, the 
foundations of the Temple were laid. 

Zecuarian began to prophesy in the 8th month, which 
began 30 September. Chap. i. 7. 11th month, 24th day 
= 22 Jan. 517.— Chap. vii. 1. 4th year, 9th month, 4th day 
= 12 Nov. 516. Onthe 3rd Adar in the 6th year of Darius 
= 16 February 513, the building of the second Temple was 
complete. 


CHRONOLOGY OF THE BOOK OF ESTHER. 


§ 189. Iv is almost universally admitted that the Aha- 
suerus (Hhashwerosh = Khshershe of the cuneiform inscrip- 
tions) is the Xerxes of Grecian history.—Of this prince, the 
book of Esther mentions the 3rd, 7th and 12th years. His 
years bear date from the month Nisan, 11]. 7. ff. ᾿ 

By the Canon, 1 Xerxes began Dec. 486 B.o. ἑ. 6. in 
the course of 485, which is also the year deduced from Grecian 
history. If then the years of Xerxes are reckoned from 
1 Nisan preceding the death of Darius, ¢.¢. 485 Β.0.. the 3rd 
year begins 1 Nisan 483, and the 7th, 1 Nisan 479 B.c., there- 
fore the month Tebeth ii. 16. (Dec. 479—Jan. 478) which 
is the year after the battle of Salamis (480 Autumn) and 
retreat of Xerxes from Greece. All this is perfectly con- 
sistent with the history. In this view of the case, the great 
feast in chap. i. may have been connected with the preparations 
for the invasion of Greece. 

Perhaps, however, the reign of Xerxes may be dated from 
an earlier epoch. Xerxes was certainly raised to the throne 
before the death of Darius: for so Herodotus relates, vil. 2—4. 
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that Darius, two years before his death ἀπέδεξε βασιλῆα Πέρ- 
σησι =éptea. In this view, the reign began Nisan 487 z.c., 
and the great feast (Esther i. 1) in the 3rd year = 485 Β ο., 
will be connected with the commencement of Xerxes's un- 
divided sovereignty, and all the events down to the elevation 
of Esther in the 7th year (Dec. 481 or Jan. 480), will lie 
before the commencement of the invasion of Greece: which 
is, unquestionably, the most probable view of the facts. 


Then 1 Xerxes = 487 B.C. 


3 = 485 
γί = 481:  Tebet = 19 Dec. -- 19 Jan. 
12 = 476: 18 Nisan = 7 Apr. 


13 Adar = 25 Feb. 475 8. ο. 


ON THE EPOCH OF THE REIGN OF ARTAXERXES LONGI. 
MANUS. 


§ 190. ΑΝ exact determination of the Jewish epoch of 
this reign, is of great importance to the interpretation of 
Daniel’s Prophecy of the Seventy Weeks. By the Canon, the 
nominal epoch is December 465. Yet it is certain that this is 
too late. For Ctesias, who collected the materials of his Per- 
sian history during a residence of several years at the Persian 
court, within 20 years of the death of that monarch, gives him a 
reign of 42 years. Now Artaxerxes died (this is certain from 
history, Thucyd. iv. 50,) in 3.0. 424: his reign therefore must 
have begun in 466 s.c. The Canon dates the reign of Darius I. 
from November 424, but this estimate includes the two short 
reigns of Xerxes II. and Sogdianus which amounted according 
to Ctesias to 8 or 9 months. (Manetho says 9, and so Diodorus's 
authorities.) In like manner the Canon takes no notice of the 
short reign of the usurper Artabanus (which Manetho gives as 
7 months), but throws it into the reign of Xerxes I. And 
hence perhaps it is that the Canon places the Ist of Artaxerxes 
so late as Nov. 465. It was not easy, perhaps for its framers, 
to determine the exact historical truths amid the confusion occa- 
sioned by the usurpation, nor was it their object to determine 
their dates with critical accuracy where their historical docu- 
ments were confused: their purpose was gained if they could 
obtain an uninterrupted continuity of years reckoned from a 
given epoch, but they were not solicitous to determine whether 


§ 190—192. ] TIMES OF THE PERSIAN KINGS. 203 


the united reigns of Xerxes and Artabanus amounted more 
nearly to 21 or to 20 years. Between the 1 Thoth of Xerxes 
and 1 Thoth of Darius II., their historical documents gave a 
clear interval of 62 years, and it mattered little to them whether 
the point of division were placed at 467 or 466, or at 465. 

ἦ 191. But it is not only from the testimony of Ctesias, 
combined with the known year-date of the death of Artaxerxes, 
that we obtain the year 466 8.0. as the first of his reign. We 
learn from Thucydides, i. 137, that Themistocles on his arrival 
in Asia found Artaxerxes newly seated on the throne, vewsti 
βασιλένοντα : and in the history of his flight we find him pass- 
ing by Naxos at the time when the fleet of Athens was yet 
blockading that island. The year of the conquest of Naxos, 
according to Mr. Clinton, was s.c. 466, which statement is 
adopted by Bishop Thirlwall, who says, “in the year of the con- 
quest of Naxos s.c. 466, the same in which Themistocles took 
refuge in Asia,” Hist. of Greece, Vol. iii. p. 5. It is true, other 
accounts make Themistocles the suppliant of Xerves (Ephorus, 
Dinon, Clitarchus, Heraclides, see Plut. Themtst. c. 27). Charon 
of Lampsacus agrees with Thucydides, and this is the account 
which all the best historians prefer. 

ᾧ 192. The years of Artaxerxes with which we are most 
concerned are, the 7th, in which Ezra came to Jerusalem, and the 
20th in which Nehemiah obtained permission to rebuild the city. 

Ezra left Babylon on the let Nisan, in the 7th year of Ar- 
taxerxes, and arrived at Jerusalem on the 5th day of the 5th 
month. As there are no other dates in Ezra, it does not ap- 
pear from what month the years of this king bear date. But 
from Nehemiah i. 1, compared with ii. 1, it appears that Chisleu 
in the 20th year lies before Nisan of the same year. In Nehe- 
mish’s enumeration therefore, the years bear date from some 
epoch between Nisan and Chisleu, of course then, from 1 Tisri. 


B.C. 

Hence, the year of accession being ............-.. 466 
the Ist of Artaxerxes begins (1 Tisri) ........466 
76ἰ.....«εννννννννννννεν κενεννσ εν ννε ον νεκενν ον enone 460 


and Nisan and Ab of the 7th year lie in....459 
Again, 20th of Artaxerxes begins (Tisri)......... 447 
and Chisleu and Nisan of the 20th year lie in 447 and $46 B.c. 
respectively. The last date in Nehemiah is the 32nd of Arta- 
xerxes, which began 435 Β.0. Nehemiah xui. 6. 


SECTION 1. 


. TIMES OF THE SYRO-GRECIAN KINGS, ESPECIALLY OF ANTIOCHUS | 
EPIPHANES, AND OF THE MACCABEES. 


ᾧ 198. Tue interval between the close of the Canonical Scrip- 
tures and the times described in the books of Maccabees is not of 
sufficient interest to be here examined in detail. But when we 
arrive at the times of the Maccabees, or more properly of the 
Second Empire, we are once more upon sacred ground, seeing 
that we possess an inspired outline of this period of the history, 
in that wonderful prophecy of Daniel which is called “the 
Scripture of Truth,” chap. xi. xii. The historical accuracy of 
that outline was acknowledged of old by Porphyry, who com- 
mented upon it, and urged that its very exactness proved it 
to have been written after the event. But the proof of the 
sceptical hypothesis is impracticable, for this, if for no other 
reason, vz. that there are circumstances of the prophetical de> 
scription to which there is nothing correspondent in the facts of 
Syrian history, and which no forger of a pretended prediction 
would have admitted into his description. That sueh is the case 
does not surprise us who are aware that the seeming excess of 
the terms of such predictions above their fulfilment, results from 
the complex aim and structure of prophecy: but on the scep- 
tical hypothesis. it constitutes an inexplicable difficulty. For 
what Jewish forger of a prophecy would have vitiated the credi- 
bility of his imposture by inserting such particulars in a history, 
the facts of which were notorious to those for whom he wrote! 
The authenticity of Daniel’s prophecy has been learnedly vindi- 
cated from all the modern objections, by the pious and learned 
Hengstenberg, (Die Authentie des Daniel, 1831), and Hiavernick 
(Commentar iiber das B. Daniel). And I hope the present 
Work will furnish manifold evidence of a different kind, to the 
Divine original of this wonderful portion of Holy Writ. At 
present, however, it concerns me only to remark that the Jn- 
spired Narrative of Old Testament times does not terminate 
with Nehemiah. The next and most momentous crisis which 
was to befal the chosen people after the close of the Canon, was, 
by God’s merciful providence, not only foretold in general terms, 
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but pourtrayed in the form of Aistory, in every respect save 
those of tense, and names, and historical dates. ‘The Scripture 
of Truth” recited by the tongue of an Angel to the “man greatly 
beloved,” hag this peculiar distinction above all other prophecies: 
it is the only instance of a prediction cast into the genuine 
mould of historical narration. And the explanation of the phe- 
nomenon may easily be conjectured. With Malachi, direct in- 
spiration was to cease for many ages: therefore it pleased God 
to leave with the Church a history, beforehand, of that great 
crisis, which, above all others, foreshadows a time with which 
46 the world that now is” will, -we are assured, come to a close. ° 

My immediate concern, in this place, is to define the histo- 
rical chronology! of the times of which we have the anticipated 
history in the two last chapters of Daniel. I shall confine my 
remarks to such events as are-noted in, or have 8 direct bearing 
upon, that prophecy. 

§ 194. Ta Seconn Empme took its rise from Alexander's 
conquest of Asia. Dan. viii. 21; xi. 3. 

Alexander ascended the throne of Macedon, Hecatombeeon, 
n.c. 336: crossed the Hellespont early in the spring of 334: 
conquered at the Granicus in Thargelion of the same year: 
fought at Issus, Nov. 333: took Tyre after a seven months’ 
siege, July 332: in the same year, took Gaza, and founded 
Alexandria in Egypt. In 331 he passed through Pheanicia to 
Thapsacus (July), and fought at Arbela, 1 Oct. In 330, July, 
Darius was slain. Here the direct connexion with Scripture 
prophecy may be supposed to cease. Alexander died in the year 
5.0. 323: the day is known from the Journals (Εφημκερίδες) 
of Diodotus and Eumenes, (ap. Plutarch. Vit. 76): it was the 
28 Desius, which Ideler (i. 407) identifies with the 11th June. 

§ 195. We pass on to the time noted in Dan. xi.6. “The 
kang of the south” is Ptolemy Lagi, (8323—285): this king at 
first handled the Jews severely, he took Jerusalem by stratagem 
on a sabbath-day (Agatharchid. ap. Joseph. Ant. xii. 1): 
Appian says he destroyed the walls, Syr.c. 50. Afterwards, 


however, he became satisfied of the Jewish loyalty. The person 


who is said to be “one of his princes, and to be strong above 


} 1 acknowledge my obligations, once | pendix on~** Syrian and Egyptian 
‘for all, to the Commentary of Havernick | Kings. 
on Daniel xi. and to Mr. Clinton’s Ap- 
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him, and to have a great dominion,” is Seleucus Nicator, who, 
originally one of Ptolemy's generals, and sent by him as viceroy 
to Babylon, effected his independence, made himself master of 
Syria, and founded the kingdom of the Seleucid, Β,ο. 312. He 
was slain in Jan. 280 Β.6.Ψ 

ᾧ 196. Dan. xi. 6. “In the end of years,” &c. Here 
the prediction passes on to the third of the dynasty, Antiochus 
Theos (261246). He married his half-sister Laodice: but 
Ptolemy Philadelphus, with whom he was at war, made peace 
with him on condition that he should repudiate her and her 
children in favour of Ptolemy's daughter Berenice. After 
Ptolemy's death, Antiochus rejected Berenice, and recalled 
Laodice, by whom, however, he was assassinated, and Berenice 
likewise with her children was put to death. 

ᾧ 197. “But out of a branch of her roots,” &c., v. 7, 8. 
This was Ptolemy Euergetes, brother of Berenice, and her avenger. 
He invaded Syria and carried off great plunder, recovered also 
from Persia the sacred spoil and images which Cambyses had 
taken. The power of Syria for a time was completely prostrate. 
The latter clause of Ὁ. 8 should, perhaps, be rendered (with 
Hiivernick), “he desists from the king of the North for (some) 
years.” Ptolemeus cum Séleuco in annos decom pacem facit. 
Justin. xxvii, 2, 3. The peace was broken by the Syrian king 
(Seleucus Oallintcus), and the war was renewed. Euergetes how- 
ever was obliged by domestic commotions to abandon his con- 
quests and return into Egypt. 


Seleucus Callinicus 3.0. 246—~226. 


The reign of Euergetes was of great importance to the Jews, 
whom he signally favoured, Joseph. ὁ. Apton. li. 5; comp. Ané. 
xii. 4. He was also, as Strabo remarks xvii. p. 796, the last 
good king in this dynasty. Some have conjectured that this 
prophecy may have been shown by the priests to Ptolemy: a 
supposition which would account for the revolution which took 
place in his sentiments towards the Jews, and which is nowise 
improbable, but has the similar cases of Cyrus and Alexander m 
its favour. (Hiivernick uw. 8.) 

§ 198. ‘“ But his sons shall be stirred up,” ὅσο. υ. 10. 
Seleucus Ceraunus, eldest son of Seleucus Callinicus ascended the 
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throne (Aug.) 226, and reigned about 3 years. He levied war 
against Egypt, but was cut off by assassination before he could 
accomplish his purpose. His brother Antiochus, surnamed the 
Great, succeeded him about Aug. 223. Of him it is said, ο. 10, 
‘One shall certainly come and overflow and pass through,” +. 6. 
invade Egypt. This was in the beginning of the summer of 
218 s.c., when he engaged in war with Ptolemy Philopator for 
Coslesyria. (Clinton App. p. 315.). The last clause of the 
verse Hiivernick renders: ‘And he shall arm himself again, the 
second time, even to his fortress (shall he reach).” The first 
invasion, namely, ended in overtures of peace, which Antiochus 
pretended to accept. But in the epring of the following year, 
217, he renewed the war, and came to the town of Raphia, a 
border-fortress of Ptolemy’s dominions. Here, notwithstanding 
his immense forces, amounting to 62,000 foot, 6,000 horse, and 
102 elephants, he was utterly routed, and with difficulty escaped 
with his life, 9.11. But though Ptolemy was thus successful, 
and “cast down many myriads,” o. 12 (Polybius speaks of 
10,300 slain, and 4,000 captives), yet he was “ ποῦ strengthened 
by it.” He did not pursue his advantage, but gave way “to his 
wonted indolence and evil habits of living.” (Polyb.). Spolasset 
regno Antiochum, si fortunam virtute juvisset:; Contentus tamen 
recuperatione urbium quas amtserat—noctes m stupris, dies in 
convivits consumstt, Justin. xxx. 1. (Hiivernick #.s.) Hence 
Antiochus was able to recover his losses. He pursued his con- 
quests in the East with triumphant success, and on the death of 
Ptolemy Philopator in 205 8.c., conspired with Philip to dis- 
member his kingdom (Clinton p. 316): in 198 he defeated 
Scopas and the forces of Ptolemy Epiphanes, and reduced all 
Ceelesyria. 

§ 199. The reign of Antiochus includes an important crisis 
of Jewish history, which is described in ὁ. 14. “In those times 
shall many stand up against the king of the south: also the 
robbers of thy people shall exalt themselves to establish the 
vision, but they shall fall.” Until this conjuncture, the Jews had 
remained faithful to the throne of Egypt, but now, seduced by 
the rising power of Antiochus, they treacherously deserted their 
allegiance, and so fell under the power of Syria. And this pro- 
cedure the prophecy censures in severe terms: these men are 
“sons of the violent, or lawless, of the people.” Their not only 
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submitting to Antiochus, but providing his army with suste- 
nance, and assisting in the expulsion of the Egyptian garrison 
from Mount Zion, (Ant. xi. 3. 3) are, as the Angel describes 
the matter, a working of the mystery of lawlessness, wherein 
they were unwittingly bringing about the fulfilment of the Scrip- 
tures, and opening a way for the threatened judgment of which 
the Syrian Antichrist was to be the instrument’, 

200. Verses 15, 16, describe the further proceedings of 
Antiochus against Egypt. ‘The king of the north shall come 
and cast up a mount, and take the most fenced cities,” viz. 
Sidon, into which Scopas with 10,000 men had cast himself: 
this in 198 s.c. Antiochus took Sidon and all the other fortified 
cities as far as Gaza. It was in this year that the Jews revolted 
from Egypt to Syria. 

Verse 17. This difficult verse is thus well explained by 
Hiivernick. ‘He will set his face to come into the strength, 
(t.6. to weaken the power) of his (the Egyptian) whole king- 
dom, and covenants (reconciliation, or overtures) with him, 
(comp. v. 6. Hebr. and LXX.). And he will effect (his pur- 
pose,) and he will betroth in marriage to him (the young 
. Ptolemy Epiphanes) the daughter of women (his young daughter 
Cleopatra), corrupting her, but she shall not stand (abide) 
for him, nor be for him” (for his advantage in the end). 

The facts are as follows :—At the end of the Second Punic 
War, the Romans were invested with the guardianship of the 
infant king Ptolemy Epiphanes. Hence it became a matter of 
much anxiety with Antiochus to maintain his conquesta against 
this formidable power, especially as the Romans had required 
him by their ambassadors to desist from all attempts upon the 
possessions of Egypt. Antiochus had recourse to a policy 
which should alienate Egypt from its new alliance. He made 
it his aim to “come into the whole strength” of Egypt, to bring 
about its overthrow, by subverting the friendly relation- which 


1 Hivernick justly remarks that the | The LXX.seem unable to sympathise 
ethical view of this transaction which is | in, or to comprehend, the censure :—they 
taken in this prophecy, is one strong | alter the text, and make out quite a dif- 
token of its genuineness and divine au- | ferent sense. Josephus relates it without 
thority. For such was not the light in | a word of disapprobation, but rather with 
which the transaction was regarded in | a kind of satisfaction. 
times little ‘later than the Maccabean. 
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now subsisted between Egypt and Rome. Hence his overtures 
(ow)... .Bepamevwy ἤδη TO μειρακίον ἵνα ev τῷ πολέμῳ τῷ 
πρὸς Ρωμαίους atpeun. Appian. Syr.c. 5. And he carried 
his point for the time, so far, namely, that Cleopatra was actu- 
ally betrothed to Epiphanes, with Coolesyria as her dowry. 

In v. 18, ‘the isles” or “coasts” mean Rhodes, Samos, 
Colophon, Phoceea, and other islands which were taken by 
Antiochus. This drew upon him the vengeance of Rome. 
Scipio, in the battle of Magnesia, in the autumn of 190 B.c., 
‘“made his reproach, (¢.6. his insolence) to cease,” ‘besides 
turning it upon him,” ¢.¢. putting him to utter shame, as he 
had boasted that he would put the Romans. Antiochus by 
his whole demeanour in this engagement brought himself into 
general contempt. 

Verse 19. ‘‘ He shall turn his face toward the fort or 
strongholds of his own land,” &c. Antiochus, to repair his 
finances exhausted by the war and the ruinous peace with 
Rome, levied supplies from his subjects, under military terror, 
for he set garrisons throughout his land. Attempting to plun- 
der the temple of Belus in Elymais, he was slain, with his 
followers, in a popular insurrection, about Oct. .c. 187. 

ᾧ 201. Verse 20. Seleucus Philopator, son and successor 
of Antiochus M., is the “raiser of taxes” here spoken of. 
In the first nine years of his reign he paid to Rome an annual 
tribute of 1000 talents. Hence the unsparing exactions which 
he made upon his subjects, and his attempt even to despoil “ the 
glory of his kingdom,” ¢.¢. the Temple at Jerusalem. The fact 
that he did attempt to strip the Temple, and that the attempt 
failed in some remarkable way, is attested by Polybius in 
Joseph. Ant. xii. 3. 3. In 2 Mace. iii. the story appears with 
miraculous circumstances. Are we to reject them only because 
they are miraculous? . 

This king lost his life, “neither in anger, nor in battle,” 
but by a conspiracy, in which the principal actor was the Helio- 
dorus of the story just mentioned. Appian. Syr. c. 45. 

We are now arrived at the times of Antiocaus ΕἸΡΙΡΉΑΝΕΒ, 
who is the subject of the remainder of the chapter. 

§ 202. The accession of this king is dated AZ. Sel. 137 in 
1 Maco. i. 10, which means the year between Nisan 176 and 
Nisan 175 8.c. The description of the manner of his accession, 

14 
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(“Τὸ whom they shall not give the honour of the kingdom, 
but he shall come in peaceably with flatteries,”) does not cor- 
Fespond to the circumstances of Antiochus, and certainly it is 
not that kind of description which would have been written after 
the event. Doubtless its true significance lies beyond the times 
of this persecutor. The same remark applies to v. 22, 23, 26, 
27, and to several incidents in the following verses. 

§ 208. Antiochus’ first expedition into Egypt seems to 
have occurred in 171 3.c., for in 2 Macc. v. 1 we read of a 
second expedition in 170 3.c. In the first, the generals of 
Ptolemy were defeated in an engagement between Pelusium 
and Mount Casius. S. Jerom. ini. Of the second, Porphyry 
says, after Suctorius, Porro Antiochus parcens puero σὲ amicitias 
simulans ascendit Memphin, et ἐδὲ ex more Avgyptt reqnum acct- 
ptens pusrique rebus 86 providere dicens cum modico.populo omnem 
Aegyptum subjugavit sibt. On his return he took Jerusalem, 
plundered the Temple, and ordered a general massacre, in which 
80,000 are said to have perished. 2 Macc. v. 

A third expedition took place in 169 8.c., the particulars of 
which may be gathered from Livy, xliv. 19. 

§ 204. In 168, primo vere, Antiochus set out on his fourth 
expedition. Liv. xlv. 11,12. The famous embassy of Popillius, 
which put a bar to all further attempts against Egypt, left 
Rome in Nov. or Dec. 169, was detained several months at 
Delos, and set forward thence to Egypt after intelligence of the 
battle of Pydna, which was fought 22 June 168. Hence 
Antiochus’s departure from Egypt cannot be placed earlier than 
July or August of that year. Soon after his return, he gave 
orders for the persecution of the Jews. On the 25th Cisleu 
«= 25 Nov., the Temple was desecrated. It lay desolate precisely 
3 years, and was purified 25th Cisleu = 22 Nov. β.ο. 165. 

§ 205. Antiochus died ἡμέρας πλείους after the tidings of 
the Maccabean successes, and especially of the restoration of the 
Temple-worship, had reached him in Persia on his retreat from 
Elymais to Babylon. The year is 4. Sel. 149, ὁ. 6. Nisan 
164—-Nisan 168 p.c. He had reigned 12 years, but not com- 
plete, Appian. Syr. 66. But his accession took place s.c. 176—5; 
his death therefore in 8.0. 164-3. 

: This brief account of leading dates, will furnish a clue to the 
chronology of the earlier chapters of the First and Second Books 
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of Maccabees. It will be seen in a subsequent chapter for what 
purpose I have given this summary. For the same purpose, | 
must add the following dates : — 

§ 206. In the year 150 AE. Sel. = Jewish year 168 -2 
B.0., Antiochus Hupator besieged Jerusalem. The siege lasted 
into a sabbatical year. It ended in a treaty by which Antiochus 
agreed to leave the Jews in the unmolested enjoyment of their 
religion. The documents are given 2 Macc. xi. Their dates, 
24 Dioscorus, 25 Xanthious, AZ. Sel. 148, will be found explained 
in the “ Institutes of Chronology.” The year is 162 5.6. 

In the following Jewish year, (A. Sel. 151, Β.ο. 162 — 1), 
Demetrius ascended the throne. Judas Maccabeeus gained that 
signal victory over Nicanor, the general of the new king, with 
which the writer of the Second Book of Maccabees brings his 
narrative to a close. The day was 13 Adar, “being the day 


before the day of Mordecai,” ὁ. 6. 5 March s.c. 161. 1 Maco. . 
‘vii, 48; 2 Maco. xv. 86; Joseph. xi 10. 5. 
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APPENDIX. 


ON THE DATES OF THE OAPTURE OF THE TEMPLE BY POMPEY, 
AND AFTERWARD BY HEROD. 


------- 


§ 207. δϑοθερηῦβ notes it as ἃ singular “ fatality” that 
4the Temple was taken on the same day, first by Pompey, and 
precisely 27 years later by Herod and Sosius, namely, τῇ 
ἑορτῇ τῆς νηστείας, Ant. xiv. 16. 4. The latter event, he 
says, befel in the consulate of Marcus Agrippa and Caninius 
Gallus, ὦ. 6. s.c. 37: therefore the former must be referred 
to n.c, 64. Yet Ant. xiv. 4 3. he refers it to the year of 
the consulate of Antony and Cicero, i.¢. to the year 5.σ. 63.— 
Again, Dion Cassius refers, or seems to refer, the capture 
by Herod to the consulate of Claudius and Norbanus, ¢.¢. 
to the year 38 B.C. 

§ 208. To begin with the latter event. 

A solemnity designated simply a8 ἡ ἑορτὴ τῆς νηστείας 
can denote only the great Day of Atonement, or 10th Tisri, 
which in 37 8.0. fell on the 4th Oct., and which in any year 
must lie somewhere between the middle of September and 
the middle of October. The established calendar-language of 
the Jews will not allow us to suppose any other fast than this 
to be intended. Therefore in respect of the years 38, 37 B.c., 
when the Julian ealendar was settled, we cannot have recourse 
to the hypothesis of a day lying between two consular years, 
towards the end of one and the beginning of another, 4. 6. 
very late in December, or very early in January. If Dion 
says that the year was that of Claudius and Norbanus, either 
he or Josephus must be in error. It is not likely that 
Josephus should be mistaken about so important an event, 
especially as he derived the materials for this part of his history 
from the commentaries of Nicolaus the Damascene, Herod's 
freedman and confidential minister. On the other hand, we 
should hesitate to charge the mistake upon Dion, if he had 
noted this event in its regular place and under its proper year ; 


i os aE 
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for Dion's. authority is that οὗ the Roman contemporary annals. 
It will be found however, that Dion’s relation occurs in a 
summary of Antony's proceedings in the Hast during several 
years, upon which he enters under the year 718 v.c. Coss. 
Gelliio et Nerva, = 3.c. 86. In substance it is as follows. 
“‘Sosius, left in command of Cilicia and Syria by Antony, 
conquered Antigonus in a pitched battle. Antigonus fled to 
Jerusalem, and Sosius besieged him there. The city was 
again taken (¢.¢. as by Pompey) on the day of Saturn. An- 
tony gave the kingdom to Herod, and put Antigonus to death: 
ἐπὶ μὲν δὴ τοῦ τε Κλαυδίου τοῦ τε NopBavov τοῦθ᾽ οὕτως 
éryevero.”—This may be a careless expression, implying, not 
that the siege occurred, but that Sosius was put in command, 
or defeated Antigonus in the field, in the year s.c. 38. Or, 
Dion may inadvertently in this summary relation have thrown 
into one year the events of two.—However, he proceeds thus τ 
“In the following year nothing worthy of mention was done by 
the Romans in Syria, for Antony wasted the whole year in a 
journey to Italy and back, and Sosius kept himself quiet that 
he might not excite Antony's jealousy.” Hence it appears that 
soon after the settlement of Jewish affairs by Antony, the latter 
went into Italy. But this journey was made, as Dion himself 
shews, at the close of the year 37 B.c. Coss. Agrippa οἱ Gallo, 
or at the beginning of 36 B.c. Coss, Gellio οἱ Nerva. xlviii. 54. 
If Jerusalem was taken in Oct. 38, what becomes of the whole 
year 87 8.c.£ Hence Dion cannot mean to say that the city 
was taken in the year 38.— Besides, it is admitted that the 
years of Herod's reign bear date from 37 B.c., but why from 
that year, if it was the year not of but after the extinction 
of the Asamonzan line by the execution of Antigonus? And 
again, if the year was 38 s.c., how could Josephus, in a mat- 
ter of such moment, have been betrayed into the gross blunder 
of supposing an interval of 27 yeara between the two captures, 
since between 64 and 38 8.0. are but 26% And lastly: Dion's 
remark, that the city was taken on the day of Saturn, by 
which we need not suppose him to mean (in his ignorance) 
the sabbath extraordinary of a solemnity, agrees very well 
with the year 37, dom. ld. F. G., in which the 10th Tisri = 
(by calculation) 4 Oct. Friday, included 18 hours of the 6th 
(Jewish) day and 6 hours of the sabbath, but does not agree 
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with the year 88, in which 10 Tisri = 16 Sept. fell on a Wed- 
nesday. 

What Josephus says, xiv. 15. 14., “ Winter ended, Herod 
approached Jerusalem, and this was the Srd year from his ap- 
pointment by the Romans,” agrees as well with the year 37 
as with the year 38. For Herod’s appointment was made in 
the summer οὗ s.c. 40: the 3rd year therefore was yet current 
in the spring of s.c. 87, at the time when he advanced to 
the siege of Jerusalem. 

§ 209. This question being settled, we may proceed to 
the other, concerning the year of the capture of the city by 
Pompey. According to Josephus, the year should be 64 8.0.) 
the day 4 Oct., for in this year also the 10th Tisri fell on that 
day of the (anticipated) Julian calendar. And here, also, Dion 
is perfectly right in saying that the city was taken on a Satur- 
day, if Josephus is right in placing it to the year 64 8.c. and to 
the 10th Tisri. For in s.c. 64 (dom. Ue. E.), the 4th Oct. 
was Saturday’. That Dion does not confound “the day of 
Saturn” with the sabbath extraordinary of the 10th Tisri, may 
be inferred from the details of the history, where it is stated 
that Pompey, throughout the siege, availed himself of the 
known ἀργία of the Jews on the seventh day, to execute 
his operations, unmolested, on that day as it came round. 

§ 210. But if the year was 64 B.c., how came Josephus 
to assign it to the consulate of Cicero, which began on the 
nominal 1 Jan. of 68 3.c.! The difficulty is set aside if it 
can be shown, that the nominal calends of January in Cicero's 
consulship may have fallen some time in the previous October 
of the anticipated Julian calendar. This is the view taken by 
the earlier chronologista generally. Thus Scaliger says, that 
the cal. Jan. of Cicero's consulship fell either on the 13th 
or the 23rd of October 8.0. 64, according as the preceding 
year was a common or an intercalated year. In support of 
this opinion, Cicero's poetical history of his consulship is ap- 
pealed to: in the ssoord book of which, and therefore in the 
earlier part of his consulship, he speaks of an eclipse of the 
moon, about the time of the feria Latine, and when Mons 
Albanus was covered with snow (a¢tvatts). 


1 But in 63 3.c. the 10th Tisri fell 223 Sept., which was a Tuesday. 
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Quod ferme dirum in tempus cecidere Latina . 
Cum claram speciem concreto lumine Luna 
Abdidit, et subito stellanti nocte perempta est*. 


This eclipse is supposed to have been the partial.one of 
7 Nov. 64 s.c. There was another, a total eclipse, 12 May 
63 8.c., but at that time of year the Mons Albanus would 
not be nwa. : 

§ 211. De la Nauze, however, maintains against the elde 
chronologists, that cal. Jan. 69] v.c. coincided with (Julian) 
14 Mar. 68 B.c. Mr. Clinton thinks the calendar-reckoning in 
that year was not much out. Both appeal to Cic. Cat. 2. 10. 
Catiline and the conspirators laid their plans nocte qua consecute 
est posterum diem Nonarwm Novembr. t.¢. in the night between 
7~8 Nov. Cic. pro Sulla 18. On the 9th Nov. Cicero delivered 
this second oration against Catiline, in which, ¢./., ocours the 
following passage: Veruntamen quid sthi isti misers volunt ? 
num suas secum multerculas eunt in castra ductwi? quemad- 
modum autem ils carere poterunt, his preesertim jam noctibus! 
quo autem pacto illi Apenninum atque illas pruinas ac nives per- 
ferent? Which, it is urged, but ill agrees with the supposition 
that the (nominal) 9th Nov. fell at the (Julian) 22nd—31st of 
August.—Yet it is not irreconcilable with that supposition, 
for the war might well be expected to last into the winter, 
as in fact it did. Cicero’s meaning may be, that the summer 
was now far spent, the long nights coming on‘, and that 
@ campsign in the Apennines beginning so late in the year as 
the end of August was a formidable undertaking. According 
to Dion, xxxvii. 39, Catiline was defeated in the beginning of 
the next consular year, Coss. Stlano αἱ Licinio, therefore not 
long after 1 Nov. acoording to Scaliger, but according to 
Mr. Clinton in February, according to de la Nauze in the end 
of March or beginning of April. But Cicero, pro Sertto 5, says, 
Si M. Petreit non excellens animo et amore rewub. virtus, non 
summa auctoritas apud milites...fussset, datus illo in bello essct 
hiemi locus, neque wnquam Catilina quum 6 pruina Apennini 
atque 6 nivibus sls emereisset, atque astatem imtegram nactus 


5 The fragment occurs de Divin. | nights so long as the nights already are;’”’ 
I. 11. or, “now that the nights are beginning 
3 Observe the particle jam: his pre. | to get longer and Jongcr.”’ 
sertim jam noctibus: ‘especially of 
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Italie calles δὲ pastorwm stabula copissel, sine multo sanguine 
ac sme totius Italie vastitate miserrima concidisse. I do not 
see that we are obliged to infer from this passage, that the 
decisive engagement took place either in the dead of winter 
or in the spring. What Cicero says in praise of Petreius seems 
to be this: that “at a time of year when a less active general 
would have shrank from a campaign in the Apennines, or a less 
popular and commanding officer would not have been able to 
induce the soldiery to enter upon such a service, Petreius 
did not allow the prospect of the difficulties to damp his 
patriotic zeal: whereas, if, on account of the winter, he had 
hung back, if, consequently Catiline had been left undisturbed 
to make himself master of the passes of the country and the 
provisions of the farms, and to emerge from the Apennines in 
the spring with the whole summer before him, the war would 
have become a long and bloody one.” Thus understood— 
and the words express no more than this—the passage accords 
with Scaliger’s view quite as well as it does with Mr. Clinton's ; 
but it lies against that of de la Nauze, and it is surprising that 
Ideler should appeal to it in support of that view: for if the 
new year began so late as the middle of March, there would 
have been no room for such commendation.—Thus far then, 
there is nothing that can be called decisive against the opinion 
of the old chronologists. 

§ 212. Another element of the question is, the death of 
Mithridates. This event is noticed by Cicero in his oration 
for Murzena, which was delivered between v. id. Nov. and iv. 
id. Dec. in the year of his consulship. Now the intelligence 
of this event reached Pompey at Jericho just before he went 
up to the siege of Jerusalem, which siege, it is evident, did 
not last many weeks. If the date of the capture be that of 
Mr. Clinton, December s.c. 63, it is, of course, quite possible 
that the same intelligence may have reached Rome by the end 
of November 63, and would therefore be quite fresh when 
Cicero pleaded for Mureena. But the words of Dion seem ra- 
ther to imply that the war with Mithridates was extinet by the 
death of the king, iby the time that Cicero entered upon his 
consulahip : ὑπατεύσαντος ὅτε Μιθριδάτης οὐδὲν ἕ €Tt δεινὸν 
τοὺς Ρωμαίους εἰργάσατο ἀλλὰ καὶ αὐτὸς ἑαυτὸν διέφθειρεν, 


ἐπεχείρησεν ὁ Ἀατιλῖνας, ὅτο. : “Cicero having become consul 
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(not ὑπατεύοντος, bemg consul) at a time when, &.” They 
will agree, however, with the other view, and «co leave it un- 
certain whether the siege and capture of Jerusalem belong to 
the beginning or to the end of Cicero’s consulship. Thus much, 
however, may be gathered from the order of events both in 
Dion and in the epitome of Livy, 4d. cii., that the capture of 
Jerusalem preceded the out-break of Catiline’s conspiracy. The 
order in both is: 1. the death of Mithridates: 2. the capture of 
Jerusalem: 3. Catiline’s conspiracy. But, if Jerusalem was 
taken in Dec. 63, the out-break of Catiline’ 8 conapiracy was 
earlier, not later. 

Again: Mr. Clinton gathers from Dion, xxxvil. 6, 7, that, 
between the spring of the consular year 690 5.0. and the death 
of Mithridates, a whole year intervened. ‘“s.c. 64. In the 
spring of this year Pompey is in Syria: ev τῷ ἦρι ev ᾧ Aovxtos 
τε Καῖσαρ καὶ Patios Diryoudos ὑπάτευον... Τιγράνου τὸν Tou- 
πήϊον ἐν Συρίᾳ ὄντα ἐπικαλεσαμένου : c. 7-—where he winters, 
Πομπήϊος δὲ ἐν τῆ Ἀσπίδι καὶ τότε ἐχείμασε, 6. 8.7) But this 
is not necessarily ‘the meaning of the words. It appears that 
Tigranes being worsted in the second engagement with Phraates, 
early in the spring of 690 v.c. = 64 3.c. sent to Pompey who 
was then in Syria: Pompey refused to take part in the quarrel, 
allegmg that he had no orders from the Roman people. The 
kings then reconciled their differences with the view of making 
common cause against Rome. Πομπήϊος δὲ καὶ τότε ev TH 
Ἄσπιδι ἐχείμασε, καὶ τά τε ἄλλα eT ανθιστάμενα προση- 
γάγετο, ὅο. It is not certain where this “Aspis” waa 
situated: Ussher thinks, in Pontus, but the commentators on 
Dion with greater probability place it in Syria; as Dion in 
6. 11 says that Pompey ev τῇ Συρίᾳ διέτριβεν. comp. Appian. 
p. 245. I understand the passage thus: After the reconcilia- 
tion between the kings, suppose early in April s.c. 64, Pom- 
pey oven then (καὶ τότε) kept his winter quarters in Aspis—or 
shifted them to Aspis: — whence he reduced those parts of the 
country which held out against him. And this ἐχείμασεν, 
which here occurs just after the mention of the spring of the 
consulship of Cesar and Figulua, I understand of the same 
time as the διέτριβεν ev Συρίᾳ which occurs in 6. 11, where, 
under the year of Cicero, Dion takes up the history of Mith- 
ridates from an earlier pomt, and in connexion with it, passes 
on to the transactions in Judsa. 


= -- «. ee 
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It seems then that there is nothing in our extant sources of 
information which militates against the opinion of Scaliger, that 
the consulship of Cicero began in October s.c. 64. That is 
the year indicated by Josephus as the year of the taking of 
Jerusalem. Then, if we adopt Scaliger’s view, namely, that the 
cal. Jan. fell on the anticipated Julian 13 Oct., the error in 
respect of the consular year noted by Josephus will amount 
only to a few days: for Jerusalem was taken only 9 days be- 
fore Cicero became consul. But indeed we are at liberty to 
suppose the ocalendarreckoning of Cicero's year to be still 
more in error. The contemporary history of that and the 
contiguous years furnishes no old Roman date of an astrono- 
mical phenomenon which would enable us to adjust it to the 
Julian reckoning. 

§ 213. There is yet another element of the question 
under consideration: namely, the birth-day of Augustus. He 
was born, says Suetonius, ix. kal. Oct. in the consulate of 
Cicero and Antony, Ῥέξφ 1. ὃ. 6. on the 28rd of September 
B.c. 68. (Whether this date be one of the anticipated Julian, 
or of the ancient pontifical calendar, remains to be deter- 
mined.) He died 19 August a.p. 14., aged 76 years minus 
35 days: Suet. Awg. 100. With this agrees the statement 
of Dion, who makes him 75 years, 10 months, 26 days old 
at his decease. Either statement leads up to the Julian 23 
Sept. p.c. 63. as the birth-day of Augustus. But it does 
not follow that the pontifical or old Roman 23 Sept. s.c. 68 
coincided with the anticipated Julian. A person who was 
born on a given day of the old calendar might still keep 
his birth-day, after the reformation of the calendar, on the 
day which bore the same name: so Suetonius and Dion might 
naturally calculate Augustus’s age at death by measuring the 
interval from the one day to the other, without troubling them- 
selves to inquire whether 23 Sept. so called in 3.t. 63, was 
precisely 76 Julian years removed from the day so called in 
A.D. 14, Certain it is, that the birth-day. of Augustus' was 
kept on the 23 Sept. This fact is attested by monuments, 
among others, by the ancient Fast Kalendares ap. Gruter. Corp. 


See a letter of Augustus dated ix Kal. Oct. and written on occasion of his 
Gith birth-day : A. Gell. xv. 7. - 
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Insor. p. oxxxiii. Suppose Augustus, or historians, had wished 
to reduce the nominal date to the true one as referred to the 
Julian calendar, we have no reason to think this would have 
been an easy task. It is more likely that it never occurred to 
any one to attempt it. Even when Augustus consulted an 
astrologer concerning the scheme of his nativity, it is not likely 
that he would do more than mention the day and hour of his 
birth, é. 6. the day-name: which was 23 Sept. paullo ante solis 
exortum. Suet. u.s: nor at all more likely that the astrologer, 
especially if he were not a Roman, would give himeelf the 
trouble of wandering through the intricacies of the ante-Julian 
reckoning to hunt out the precise astronomical conjuncture 
to which the nominal day must be referred. I allude here to 
the story related by Sueton. o. 100, how Augustus together 
with Agrippa paid a visit to the mathematician Theogenes at 
Apollonia. Cum Agrippa, qui prior consulebat, magna et pene 
incredibilia prosdicerentur, retiere apse genituram suam, nec velle 
edere perseverabat, metu ac pudore ne minor inveniretur. Qua 
tamen post multas adhortationes via σὲ cunctanter edila, exstltt 
Theogenes adoravitque eum. Tantam τος fiduciam fati Au- 
gustun habuit, ut schema suum vulgavertt nummumque argentewm 
nota sideris Capricorni quo natus est percussertt. Such coms are 
still extant. From this horoscope Scaliger deduced for the 
birth-day of Augustus, 21-22 July, post solis occaswm (so he 
contends we must read in Sueton. c. 5, for ante solts evortum) 
Sole ultimas Cancrt partes obtinente. Proinde ultimis partibus 
Capricorns ortentibus natus est sole occaso: whence he infers that 
the 28rd Sept. (pontif.) 5.0. 63, is represented by the 2}at or 
22nd July (Julian). Soaliger’s calculation is approved also by 
Petavius, Doct. Temp. x. 64. But, as Rubenius observes (de 
Nat. August ap. Grev. Ant. Rom. t. xi. 1879), the words of 
Suetonius himself, ὁ. 94, refute the proposed alteration, Quo 
natus est die, cum de Catiline conjuratione ageretur im Curia, σέ 
Octavius ob uxoris puerperium serius adfuisset, nota ac vulgata 
res est, P. Nigidium, comperta morw causa, ut horam quoque 
partus acceperit, affirmasse, Dominum terrarum orbi natum. The 
senate was certainly not assembled at night, and the birth of a 
son just after sunset of the preceding day could be no excuse 
for the delay. Besides, Nigidius, no astrologer, must have 
grounded his presentiment on the coincidence of the birth with 
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the rising sun. Scaliger’s interpretation therefore falls to the 
ground, and lends no support to his view, which we follow, 
of the state of the calendar in the given year. Kepler, as 
I learn from Rubenius «. 8. takes a different view. Veteres sub 
eo quemque stdere natum putabant quod eo nascente luna obtinebat : 
he makes out, that in s.c. 63 the moon was in Capricorn 
on the Ist and 2nd July (Julian), which, therefore, he identifies 
with the nominal 23 Sept. 

De la Nauze, however, identifies the nominal 23 Sept. with 
the 28th Sept. Julian: and Ideler, adopting this view, remarks ; 
“if we bear in mind that the Romans affixed the equinoxes 
and solstices to the 8th degree of the corresponding signs, 
we shall have no difficulty in reconciling the rise of Capricorn 
with the birth of the emperor paulo ante solis exortum.” (Hand- 
buch 2. 114.) 

I cannot but think that these and the numerous other 
discussions in which it is assumed that the horoscope calculated 
by Theogenes contained the true tropical date of the birth 
of Augustus are, on that very account, erroneous. I represent 
the matter thus: Octavian was urged to name the day and 
hour of his birth: he named it, as he had received it, ‘“‘ 23 Sept. 
sunrise” in such a year. It did not occur either to him or 
to the mathematician of Apollonia to reduce the family-date 
to its astronomical equivalent: besides, such a reduction could 
only be effected by inspection of the pontifical annals, or similar 
documents. It sufficed the astrologer to find the Egyptian 
equivalent, of the day named to him', considering its place in 
the calendar as fixed; which done, he calculated the horoscope, 
not of the nativity, as Suetonius relates, but of the conception, 4. 6. 
about 23 December s.c. 64. The old Roman calendars have 
Sol Capricorno in the month of January.—Augustus was not 
likely to give himself the trouble, proud as he was of his 
splendid horoscope, to sift the matter accurately’. 


1 The visit to Theogenes occurred ; gustus during a Solemne. Apollinis sa- 
after the introduction of the Julian Ca- | crum, but whether thia was at Velitre 
lendar. ( Vit. 6.) or at Rome does not appear. 

* Sueton. Vit, 94. has a story from | The Cal. Vet. ap. Gruter cxxxiii. places 
Asclepiades about the conception of Au- | the Apolinares judi at 6 July. 


CHAPTER IV. 


FROM THE DIVISION OF THE KINGDOMS OF JUDAH AND 
ISRAEL TO THE SEVENTY YEARS’ CAPTIVITY. 


§ 214. Iw the first portion of the preceding chapter we 
verified that element of the scheme of the Mosaic Aiwy which 
is the terminus ad quem of the second cycle of 490 years. By 
8 very strict and rigorous discussion and combination of Scrip- 
tural and profane notes of Chronology, we proved and esta- 
blished beyond all question, that the Seventy Years’ Captivity 
began—as in the Introduction to this Work we assumed, upon 
the authority of Mr. Clinton and other Chronologists—in the 
year 606 5... We have now to ascertain the exact sum of 
the years contained in the interval between the accession of 
Rehoboam and the year 606. For about 250 years of this 
term we find a double series of time-marks in the reigns of 
the kings of Judah and Israel. These two series being pa- 
raliel must mutually adjust each other. For our primary 
purpose, however, it is not necessary to examine the whole 
series of synchronisms, but only such of them as are atrictly 
constructive for the whole term. This done, and having thereby 
obtained the year 8.c. which answers to the Ist of Rehoboam, 
wo will consider the details belonging to this part of the 
history. 


ᾧ 215. In order to construct the Chronological Canon of 
the kings of Judah and Israel, we have first of all to ascertain 
8 principle of adjustment, if such exist. Is the sum of the 
several terms of reign the sum of the whole period, as in the 
astronomical Canon of Ptolemy? Is each term, as there, a 
term of years complete? A very little consideration will shew 
that this is not the case. Thus, 

1. Rehoboam reigned 17 years: 1 Kings xiv. 21. 
Jeroboam began to reign in the same year, and ‘‘ the days 
which he reigned were twenty-two years : ibid 20. 
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2. Abijam succeeded Rehoboam in the 18th of Jeroboam and 
reigned 3 years: xv. 1. 
3. To him succeeded Asa in the 20th of Jeroboam. ibid 9. 
4. To Jeroboam sueceeded Nadab in the 2nd of Asa and 
reigned 2 years. xv. 25. 
5. After Nadab, Baasha in the 8rd of Asa: ἐδία 28. 
Now if 1 Rehoboam = 1 Jeroboam, and the years are in 
every instance complete, we have 
17th, or last, of Rehoboam = 17th Jeroboam. 


Ist Abijam ........0....:cs000. = 18th... 

Srd, and last.............sc00 = 20th ............ 

[st Asa..........00.0.c00cceceeeee = 215ὲ .....cccccee : not the 20th. No. 3. 
Qnd.........scceccscsccesceevecees = 22nd and last. 

A: ee = 1 Nadab: not 2 Asa. No. 4 

Ath ....ccccccscccsccccesvesceecss = 2nd...... (last. ) 

1 ον νονννοσονον = 1 Baasha: not 3 Asa. No. 5. 


Thus on the plan of making al the years complete, the 
results in the four first synchronisms contradict the history 
‘three times. 

If we suppose αὖ the years to be owrrent, but each reign to 
bear date from ἃ fixed epoch in the year (suppose 1 Nisan): 

Then, 16th, and last, of Rehoboam = 16th Jeroboam : 


1 Abijam .......0..0..0.05. a: | Pe : not 18th. No. 2. 
2 and last...............0.. we 1B... eee 
1 ASA .«...0ἁὁεονννννενοοννεννν Ξὸ (eee not 20th. No. 8 
) re >) | re 
5 Br = 21 and last. 
4... 0ἀὑἀεονολνοννενννοννκένννον %® PE Nadab: not 2nd. No. 4. 
δ.....(οοννροννννοοννονοννννσοον = 1 Beesha: not 3rd. No. 5. 

On this plan, the results contradict every synchronism of 

the history. 


It is evident, then, that some of the ragns are enumerated 
am years current, others in years complete. 

ᾧ 216. That the years of each king bear date from a fixed 
epoch is highly probable in the nature of the case, and the 
supposition is warranted by the fact that this mode of enumera- 
tion always, so far as we know, obtained among the Jews, as it 
did among the Egyptians’. And if by enumerating the years, 

1 According te the Rabbis 1 Nisan is | a Nisan alter annus imperii qjus ina- 
the epocha regum et festoram. Inde | peret,” Reland. Anat. Heb. iv. 1. Bux- 


etiam anni regum Hebraorum supputan- | torf. Synag. Jud. xvii. 
tur ita ut siquis rex in Adar regnaret, 
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throughout, on this principle, we find the multifarious details of 
the history in any degree harmonized, in the same degree may 
we be confident that we have got the true principle. For 
the kings of Judah, there can be no other epoch than the 
1st Nisan. It by no means follows—but rather the contrary— 
that the reigns of Israel go by the same rule. It was the 
policy of Jeroboam to remodel the ecclesiastical polity for the 
ten tribes, and it is certain he innovated upon the regulations 
of the ecclesiastical year. For “he ordained a feast in the 
eighth month, on the fifteenth day, like unto the feast that 
is in Judah:...cvm in the month which he had devised of his 
own heart; and ordained a feast unto the children of Ierael.” 
1 Kings xii. 82, 33. 

Now 1. let us suppose the reign of Jeroboam began, and 
that he dated his years from an epoch m months later than 
the Ist Nisan. Then 


1 Rehoboam = 12—m months of 1 Jeroboam. 


ΡΝ =mof 1 J....... 12-m of 2 J. 
|) ee = m of 16 J....... 12-m of 17 J. 
1 Abijam ... = m of 17 J....... 12-o of 18. 


But the Ist of Abijam began in the 18th of Jeroboam: 
therefore, either the Ist of Abijam did not begin on the Ist 
Nisan (which is contrary to the hypothesis), or the lst of Je- 
roboam did. 

2. Let us suppose then, that the years of Jeroboam and 
his successors, like those of the kings of Judah, bear date from 
1 Nisan. Then 


1 Rehoboam = 1 Jeroboam (identically). 


AT on. cscsesaceeee 217 2... 
1 Abijam ... = 18 ............ 
2. ὐνονονννονοο = 19 ......000... 
B eesssese γὼ πρὸ 
1 Asa... 
2 -{7 “ἫΝ 
ΟΝΝ 1 Neu. 
: -{ 2 Nadab, 
1 Baasha. 


That is, since Nadab succeeded in the 2nd of Asa, which, 
on this principle, is identical with the 21st of Jeroboam, it 
follows that Jeroboam's reign had not numbered even 21 years 
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complete. This plainly contradicts Scripture; ‘the days which 
he reigned were twenty-two years:” not complete perhaps, but 
certainly more than 21 years; whereas this mode of enumera- 
tion gives but 20 years and a fragment. 

§ 217. There is therefore no other way of reconciling 
the different notes of time, but to suppose that the epoch of 
Jeroboam’s reign is earlier than that of Rehoboam: a sup- 
position which will be found nowise incredible, when it is 
considered that the kingdom was solemnly conferred upon Jero- 
boam in the name of the Lord by the prophet Ahijah in the 
lifetime of Solomon, and apparently just at the end of his 
reign. 1 Kings xi. 29—-40. Jeroboam had doubtless some 
reason for selecting a day in the eighth month for the great 
annual festival of his church: possibly this may have been the 
day on which Ahijah announced to him that the kingdom of 
the ten tribes should be his: at all events, Jeroboam was very 
likely to date his reign from that day, thereby antedating the 
epoch of Rehoboam by some months. But however it is to be 
explained, the fact is, that the years of Jeroboam bear an 
earlier date than Rehoboam’s. The epoch may have been the 
Ast of the 7th, or the 15th of the 8th month, or some other 
date which we cannot define, but certainly it must precede the 
‘1st Nisan by some months, for there is no other supposition on 
which we can harmonize the chronological items of the subse- 
quent period of the history. 

Thus, therefore, 


The last year of Solomon contains m months of 1 Jeroboam. 


1 Rehoboam.............ccssesceee. 12-m of landmof 2 Jer. 
V7 cececcccseseseccosccsscecoccesceesseccsecsenssenees 17 ee 18...... 

1 Abijam ...............cccccecsncsnssesseeeeeee 18 .....-0000+- 19...... 

DQ .cccsccccncncccccccrsccccccccccecccceacercemssnence 19 ....««ὐνννςς 20...... 

B σελ } sesesseucennuesenneccuserennteensee 20 oeoeessesees 21...ὕ.Ψ.Ψ 

1 Asa... 

D ..ccccsccecsscssccsecceecccseeccsees (12-m) of 21 ............ 1 Nadab. 


The Ist of Nadab commenced in the second of Aga: there- 
fore the reign of Jeroboam numbered 21 years complete, and 
his 22nd year was current at his death. But, by the hypo- 
thesis, the Ist of each new king begins not at the death, but 
at the fixed epocha regum (whatever in this case it might be) 
preceding the death, of his predecessor. .Thus, if a king of 
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Judah died (e. g.) in the 5th or 7th month of his 3rd year, 
he may be said to have reigned 3 years, but the reign of his 
successor bears date, not from the demise of the crown, but 
from the preceding Ist of Nisan, i.e. 1 Nisan of that 3rd 
year, as above in the case of Abijam and Asa. 

§ 218. It is not necessary in this determinative argu- 
ment to take αὐ the data in succession: we will select only 
such as are strictly constructive for the whole period. To 
each year thus determined we append its ordinal in the Era 
of Rehoboam, beginning at 1 Nisan. 


#. R. Judah. 
1 1 Rehoboam...... 1- 2 Jeroboam...Reh. r. 17°, 1 Kings xiv. 21. 
17 AT eee 17-18 .........ee ee Jer. r. 227 (curr.) ib. 20. 
18 1 Abijam.......... 18-19.................Ab. began 18 Jer. 
19 Qc cee, 19-.20........ eeeee ow. (curr.) xv. 1. 
20 1 Αβδϑ......ἍἍννννννν 20-21.... «««ὐὐννώννν Asa ὁ. 20 Jer. xv. 9. 
21 a re 21 J—1 Nadab......Nad. ὃ. 2 Asa, r. 27 (curr.) xv. 26. 
228 oocessesssssssssusee 1 N-] Baasha ...Baa. ὁ. 3 Asa, σ. 24, xv. 33. 
Dy A: re 1 Ahab......Ah. δ. 38 Asa, xvi. 29. 
ὅδ 99 rr 12. ....... 
61 1 Jehoshaphat... 4-2.................. Jeh. ὁ. 4 Ahab, xxii 41. 


§ 219. After the reigns of Jehoshaphat and Ahab, the 
dates for a time become confused: some of the numbers of the 
Hebrew text are palpably corrupt, as the following analysis will 
shew. 

1. Jehoshaphat reigned 25 years, 1 Kings xxii. 42. 

2 ΑἸΔΡ......0ἁὐννννννεννον 22 ....... 1 Kings xvi. 29. 

3. Ahaziah succeeded Ahab 17 Jehoshaphat: reigned 2 years, 
1 Kings xxii. 51. This cannot be: for 17 Jehoshaphat begins 
in 20 Ahab, and Ahab reigned 22’. 

4, Joram 5. Ahab succeeded Ahaziah in 2 Joram s. Jehosh. ; 2 Kings 
i. 17. This contradicts the statement of 2 Kings viii. 16, that 
Joram s. J. began in 5 Joram s. A. The passage 2 Kings i. 17 
reads like an interpolation: at all events, the numbers are cor- 
rupt. 

δ. Joram s. Ahab began 18 Jehosh. ; 2 Kingsiii.1. Neither can this 
be true, for 18 Jehosh. = 21-22 Ahab, and therefore falls, in part, 
in the last year of Ahab’s 22’, or in the first of Ahaziah’s 2’. 


The data being thus confused through the corruption of the 
text, which was, doubtless, occasioned by the perplexing identity 
15 
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of the names in the two lists, we must be guided by the length 
of reign. 

Ahab reigned 22 years, Jehoshaphat 25. Let us suppose 
both terms to be complete, and see whether this, or what other, 
form of hypothesis, accords with the genuine data. 


61 1 Jehoshaphat.................. 4— 5 Ahab. 

79 19 .....«εννννννννννννννεννννννν .....22—- 1 Ahaziah. 
8] 21 ......ἁἀνννννννενν εν νεν εν νοννννον 2 Ah.-1 Joram. 
> yr 1-- 2............8.. 
BE 26ι.......ἁὁνννννννεννννννενν εν ννοννν 4.. δ.....«νννννννον 
86 1 Ψοσβιῃῃ......-... «τον νννννννννενν ὅ-- | 
02 ro 1]-192............... 
93 1 Ahazigh ..................... 192 re 


This scheme realizes the following data of the history : 
1. Ahab reigned 22” and Jehoshaphat 25’ [complete]. 
2. Ahaziah s. Ahab reigned 2’ [complete]. 
3. Joram 8. Ahab reigned 12” [complete]. 
4. Joram 8. Jehosh reigned 8’ [current]. 
5. Ahazish s. Joram reigned 1’ [complete]. 


and is at variance only with the data which we have already 
proved not to be genuine. 

It is true, the same result will follow on the supposition 
that Ahab’s and Jehoshaphat’s years are only current: 1.e. 
that Ahab reigned 21 years and Jehoshaphat 24 years com- 
plete: in which case | Ahaziah s. J. = 92 Rehoboam. 

The other forms of hypothesis are, 

1. Ahab reigned 22’ complete, Jehoshaphat 24” complete. 
(a). Ahaziah s. Ahab reigned 2’ complete. 


(δ). re 17 ..ἀἀννννννον 
2. vice versd, with the same alternative. 


1. ἃ. 1. ὃ. 2. α. 2.b 
1J*‘ = 4-5A> I1J* = 4-5A> 127 = 4-5A> 1 = 4-5A> 
19 =22-1A® 19 =22-1A® 18 =21-1A® 18 =21-1A* 
21 = 2-13" 2 = 1-13" 20 = 2-13" 19 = 1-137 
24 = 3-4... 24 = 4-6 25 = 5-6... 25 6-7 .... 
1J"= 4-6... 1J== 5-6 ees 1J™ = 6-7... 1J"= 7-8 5... 


which is false. which is true. which is false. which is false. 


ἃ. δ. none of these forms is consistent with the data except 
the second, viz. Ahab reigned 22 years, Jehoshaphat 24 years, 
and Ahanah 1 year. The result of this form is 1 Joram = 85 
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Reh. and 1 Ahaziah s. J. =92 Reh. So that it is doubtful, 
thus far, whether 1 Ahaziah be 92 or 98 Rehoboam. We 
must leave this point undecided for the present, for want of 
other distinct criteria in the contemporary narrative. 

§ 220. As the years of Jehu are conterminous with the 
years of Joram, (for otherwise the reign of Joram would have 
been set down as 13 years,) this Ist of Jehu therefore begins 
during the Ist of Ahaziah = 93 (or 92) of Rehoboam, and the 
Ist of Joash, after Athaliah’s usurpation, begins in the 7th of 
Jehu. Our enumeration therefore proceeds thus : 


93. 1 Ahaziah 12Joram,1 Jehu Ah. ὁ. 12 Jo. 2 Kings viii. 26. 
100 1 Joas 7-8 Jehu Joash ὁ. 7 Je. r. 40), xii. 1. 


that Joash of Israel ascended the throne in the 37th year of 
Joash of Judah. But this is manifestly an error: for in that 
case, 1 Joash would = 44 Jehu. Now Jehu reigned 28 years 
and Jehoahaz 17 years, therefore even supposing the latter 
to be current, 1 Joash would = 45th Jehu. Besides, the sub- 
sequent synchronisms would be deranged. Some copies of the 
Septuagint preserve the true reading, “ thirty-ninth.” 


139 40 Joash 1--2 Joash Joash of Judah r. 40’, xii 1. 
140 1 Amaziah 2-3 ...... Amaz. ὁ. 2 Joash, xiv. 1. 
154 16 ......... 16-1 Jeroboam Jer. ii. ὃ. 15 Am: xiv. 23. 


Here the sequence is interrupted by another corruption of 
the text: 2 Kings xv. i. ‘“ Azariah (= Uzziah) began to reign 
in the 27th of Jeroboam.” This cannot be, for 27 Jeroboam 
begins in the 41st of Amaziah, but Amanah reigned only 29 
years. From this difficulty, however, we are relieved by the 
following notice: 2 Kings xiv. 17, ““ Amaziah lived after the 
death of Joash (of Israel) 15 years:” and Joash reigned 16 
years: which ended, as we have seen, in the 15th Amaziah. 
Hence 


154 15 Amaziah - 16- 1 Jeroboam II. 

168 29 ........... = 14. 15 oo... 

149 1 Ussiah.. = 16-16 ........000000. 

220 δῶ. ...ὐὐνον = 1 Pekah......... Pekah ὃ. 62 Uz. xv. 25. 
422) 1. Ahas.... = 17-ἰ18.......ννενννννον Ahaz ὁ. 17 Pekah xviii. 1. 
248 12 ............ =... 1 Hoshes ...... Hoshea ὁ. 12 Ahaz xvii. 1. 


15—2 


ἐ 
ιν 
Ἢ 
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§ 221. Again, in the synchronism which gives 1 Hezekiah, 
we find either a corruption of the numbers, or, at least, a 
difficulty which requires explanation. 2 Kings xviii. 1. ‘In 
the 8rd of Hoshea, Hezekiah began to reign;” but ο. 9, 
“4th Hezekiah = 7th Hoshea,” and υ. 10, “ 6th Hezekiah = 9th 
Hoshea.” 

All these data might, indeed, be reconciled by the following 
scheme : 


[248 12 Ahaz............1 Hoahea. 
y) 14 re a: Seer 
251 1 Hezekiah...38—4 ..... ... 
254 4 ere 6-- re 
9865 re: eee ] 


but then we should contradict another datum: for this scheme 
gives to Ahaz but 14 years complete, whereas he reigned 16 
years; 2 Kings xvi. 2. It follows that 2 Kings xviii. 1. 1s 
corrupt, and the scheme proceeds thus: 


248 12 Ahaz............ 1 Hoshea. 
251 16 .....«ενννννόνον 9-4 .....ἁὁ(ς 
262 1 Hezekiah...4-5 ......... 
255 4 ree 7-8 

257 6. 9 


Thus we have reached the last year of the parallel reigns of 
Judah and Israel: for the date of which we have hereafter to 
choose between 257 and 256 Rehoboam. 

4 222. From this time we have nothing to guide us but 
the length of reign of the several kings; and the results must 
of course be uncertain, so long as we are not sure whether 
the years of each reign are reckoned in current or complete 
time. 

The reigns are :— 

Hezekiah, 29 years, 2 Kings xviii. 2, certainly complete : 
for it was in the 14th year that ‘Sennacherib came up against 
all the fenced cities of Judah and took them:” and Hezekiah 
sent to Lachish, with overtures of submission, and raised the 
tribute which was ordered, 1416: yet, after this, Sennacherib 
sends his officers, Tartan, Rabsaris and Rabshakeh, to Jeru- 
salem, as related xviii. 17.—xix. 8. Isaiah xxxvi. 2.—xxxvil. 8. 
Comp. 2 Chron. xxxii: Rabshakeh and the others return to 
Sennacherib at Libnah : and Sennacherib, hearing of Tirhakah’s 
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expedition, sends again to Hezekiah, 2 Kings xix. 8 ff. Here 
are three embassies, and the last is followed by the miraculous 
discomfiture of the Assyrian host, “that night,” xix. 35. All 
these transactions must needs fill up a considerable part of 
the 14th year of Hezekiah, if not the whole of it. Then “in 
those days was Hezekiah sick unto death...and the Lord added 
to his life 15 years.” 
Thus we have 


252 1. Hezekiah. 
280 2D ...... seen. 
281 1 Manasseh. 


Manasseh reigned 55 years, 2 Kings xxi. 1. 2 Chron. 
Xxxill. 1. 
281 1 Manasseh. 
9295 δδὅ ee 
396 1 Amon. 


If the years were only current, 1 Amon would be 335 
Rehoboam. Hence the chronology wavers between 336,335 
on the first supposition, and between 335 , 334 on the second. 

§ 223. Amon reigned 2 years: 2 Kings xxi. 19. 2 Chron. 
Xxxiil. 21. 

336 or 335 or 334=1 Amon. 
997) ... 896 ww. 8385 = 2 .Ῥ.. 
8998 ... 3357 ... 386 = 1 Josiah. 


But if the years of Amon were only current, 337, or 336, 
or 335 = 1 Josiah: 
thus the Chronology wavers between 338-—335 for the Ist 
Josiah. 

§ 224. After this point there is, happily, no room for 
doubt, though the uncertainty arising from the want of express 
determination between complete and current time would increase 
at every step, had we only the length of reign to go by. For 
we have before proved that the lst of Jehoiakim, 609 8. c, = the 
32nd of Josiah, § 163 note: whence 1 Josiah must = 640 8. c. 

§ 225. Thus then we have obtained a synchronism between 
the year s.c. 640 and the year of Rehoboam 338, or 337, or 
336, or 335: i.e. 1 Rehoboam is either 977, or 976, or 975, 
or 974 8.c. A priors the first of these is the most probable, 
for all the rest result from assuming that one or more of the 
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terms of reign are reckoned in current years, without any ne- 
cessity, in respect of the synchronisms, for such assumption. 
That it is a true principle to reckon each term by complete 
years, except where the synchronisms prove the enumeration 
to proceed by years current, will further appear when we come 
to cast up our results; for it will be seen, that three reigns 
out of four, on an average, are measured by years complete. 

But, if 1 Nisan 8... 977 be the epoch of Rehoboam, it 
follows, on the rule which was proved above (ᾧ 211—213), 
that the epoch of Jeroboam lies somewhere in 8. ο. 978. And 
this result is in complete accordance with a fact which we might 
even have treated as one of the elements of the enquiry now in 
hand, but which 1 preferred to reserve to the last. The pro- 
phet Ezekiel, in a vision of the impending siege and destruc- 
tion of Jerusalem, was commanded to lie on one side for the 
space of 390 days, which days, he was made to understand, 
represented 390 years of the provocations of the house of Israel, 
and afterwards 40 days for the iniquity of the house of Judah, 
each day for a year. There can be no doubt that the crisis 
which is the subject of this vision, is the siege of Jerusalem : 
its limit then, and the terminus ad quem of the 390 years and 
of the 40 years’, is the year 588 8. ο. in the 4th or 5th month. 
The terminus a quo is therefore the very year 978 8. ο.. which by 
a strict construction proceeding upon one uniform rule, we 
have found to be the epoch of the reigns of the house of Israel: 
not, of course, the actual epoch of Jeroboam’s reign, but, we 
must infer, the date of the commission of the ten tribes to 
Jeroboam by Ahijah the prophet. 


Having thus constructed the scheme as a whole, by means 
of the determinative synchronisms, we may proceed to exhibit 
the data of each reign, and especially to compare the other 
syochronisms expressed in the history with those which result 
from a uniform adherence to the rule above enunciated. 


1 The 40 years reckoned back from | cisely the commencement of Jeremiah’s 
588 lead to 628 3.c. = 13 Josiah, pre- | prophesying. 


§ 225—-227.] THE KINGS OF JUDAH AND ISRAEL. 931 


§ 226. - 

B.C. #.R. Judah. Iarae}. 

978 last y.of Solomon ——lJeroboam. The years 8.c. and #.R. bear date 

977) 1 1 Rehoboam ee from 1 Nisan. The Ist of Jero- 

976 2 2 ... ee. 2 Seren boam bears date from some point 
in the year preceding the 1 Nisan 
of 1 Rehoboam. 

9235. δ. OB oe 5-6 ............. Shishak ἀ. of Egypt invades Jeru- 
salem, 1K. xiv. 25. 2 Chr. xii. 2. 

961 17 17 ....... a 17-18 ............. War with Jeroboam all the r. of 
Rehoboam. 

960 18 1 Abijam* 18-19 ............ Abijam carries on the war with 

959 19 2 ......... 19-20 ..........5 Jeroboam, 1K. xv. 7. His mi- 

955 20 1 Asa 20-21 ............ raculous victory is related 2 C. 
xiii. The power of Jeroboam is 
prostrated. 

957 21 2... 21.1 Nadab. 

956 22 3... 1-2N.1Baasha. Baasha slew Nadab and extermi- 


nated the house of Jeroboam in 
3 Asa, 1K. xv. 28. 


§ 227. The details of the reign of Asa are somewhat 
perplexed, but it needs only an attentive comparison to recon- 
cile and adjust them in a satisfactory manner. The principal 
difficulty lies at 2 Chron. xv. 19; xvi. 1, where it is said, 
‘“‘There was no war unto the 35th year of Asa. In the 
36th year of the reign of Asa, Baasha king of Israel came up 
against Judah, &c.” Now Baasha lived only to the 26th of Asa, 
1 Kings xvi. 8. It has been proposed to obviate this difficulty 
by assuming that the 35th year is reckoned from the beginning 
of the divided kingdom, in which case it would coincide with the 
15th of the reign of Asa. But I cannot consent to this forced 
expedient. To me it seems evident, that for 35th and 36th 
we must read 25th and 26th. Then the war with Baasha 
lies in the very last year of the reign of that monarch.—Again, 
we read in 2 Chron. xiv. 2, that “in the days of Asa the 


* Son of “ Maachah, daughter,” i.e. | mar, 2 Sam. xiv. 27. Maachah was 
granddaughter, “of Absalom” 1 Kings | daughter of Thamar by Uriel of Gibeah. 
xv. 2. 2 Chron. xi. 20-22: in 2 Chron. | The name Maachah, derived from Absa- 
xiii. 2. she is called ‘‘ Michaiah”’( whichis | lom’s own mother, 2 Sam. iii. 3. 1 Chron. 
only an error of transcription, JDP for | iii. 3.0 seems to have become hereditary 
TIDY) ““ daughter of Uriel of Gibeah.” | in Absalom’s family, for Abijam’s wife 
The two statements are easily reconciled: | the mother of Asa was also “ Maachah 
Absalom had only one daughter, Tha. : daughter of Absalom,” 1 Kings xv. 10. 
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land of Judah had peace 10 years,” yet in 1 Kings xv. 82, 
it is said, “‘there was war between Asa and Baasha all their 
days;” now Baasha reigned 24 years. But the latter of these 
statements ought not to be urged very strictly :—it need imply 
no more than that Asa and Baasha were declared enemies all 
their days. And as for the former, I think it a mistake to 
suppose that it speaks of the first ten years of the reign of 
Asa. What part of his reign is meant, is evident upon com- 
paring the description of these ten years in xiv. 1—8, with 
xv. 10—18. That is, the ten years during which Asa had 
peace (Baasha and his other enemies not daring to make war 
upon him), and destroyed idolatry, and commanded Judah to 
seek the Lorp God of their fathers, &c., are the period ensu- 
ing upon the great reformation in the 15th year of Asa, xv. FO, 
that is, immediately on the return of the host from the dis- 
comfiture of the Ethiopians. In other words, the Chronicler, 
entering upon the history of the reign of Asa, notes, first, as 
the most remarkable circumstance belonging to «tt, that there was 
a period of ten years, during which the kingdom had rest and 
peace through repentance and faithfulness to the covenant, xiv. 
1—8. Then he recites the occasion of this great reforma- 
tion. It was in the 15th year of Asa that Zerah the Ethiopian 
invaded the land, and was miraculously discomfited. Azariah 
son of Oded went forth to meet the victorious army on its 
return, and exhorted the assembled nation to return to the 
Lord. ‘Then Asa took courage and put away the idols out 
of the land...and he gathered all Judah...at Jerusalem im the 
3rd month of the 15th year of the reign of Asa.” Then, 
after a description which is exactly parallel with xiv. 1—8, 
it follows, “And there was no more war unto the 35th (read 
25th) year of the reign of Asa.” Here we have just the period 
of ten years noted in xiv. 1, viz. from the 15th to the 25th of 
Asa. And here we may remark, that it is evident from xiv. 8, 
that Asa had actual war with Baasha before his 15th year, 
for we there read of “cities which Asa had taken from mount 
Ephraim.” Thus the narrative in the Chronicles is in perfect 
agreement with the statement in 1 Kings xv. 32, for it appears 
that Asa had war with Baasha all the days of the latter; open 
war prior to his 15th year, and no declared peace from that 
year to his 25th. ‘Then in the 26th year Baasha came up 
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against Judah, and built Ramah, to the intent that he might 
let none go out or come in to Asa king of Judah,” xvi. 1. 
Here was the recommencement of actual hostility on the part 
of Baasha, in the last year of the reign of the latter. And 
the history proceeds to shew how Asa by a league with the 
Syrians diverted Baasha from his purpose. After this we read 
no more of Baasha: from the Book of Kings we find that 
he must have died that same year. To Asa, however, the 
prophet Hanani denounced, that because he had “relied on 
the king of Syria, and not on the Lorp God,” therefore, ‘from 
henceforth he should have wars.” 2 Chron. xvi.7—9. Thus 
the reign of Ags falls into three portions: 15 years of war 
with Baasha, and at last an invasion of Ethiopians ; 10 years 
of reformation and rest; then renewed war with Baasha, and, 
after his death, with other enemies who are not mentioned, 15 


or 16 years’. 


1 Movers Kritische Untersuchungen 
aber die biblische Chronik (Bonn, 1834), 
p- 255-257, after a full and accurate 
statement of the difficulties which render 
the history of Asa ‘‘ one of the most per- 
plexed parte of the Chronicles,”’ professes 
his inability to reconcile the discordant 
statements, and ascribex the confusion 
to “compilation from heterogeneous ac- 
counts.” I hope I have satisfied the 
reader that there is no ground to charge 
the Chronicler with contradiction either 
of himself or of the Book of Kings; but, 
on the contrary, that all these details of 
the history are in perfect harmony. One 
of the difficulties on which this writer 
insists—the statement in xv. 19, that 
“ there was no war unto the —th year of 
Asa’’—has been anticipated and answer- 
ed by our translators, who render it “no 
more war:’’ an obvious and facile solu- 
tion, which seems not to have occur- 
red to Movers. Neither did it occur to 
him to suspect a corruption in the nu- 
merals, 35th and 36th for 26th and 26th, 
although he has collected and classified, 
and very clearly and satisfactorily ac. 
counted for, a multitude of similar errata 
committed by copyists in respect of nu- 


merals, Ὁ. 53 ff. Thus 1 Chron. xxiii. 3 
compared with v. 24, the numbers 20 and 
30 are confused. And indeed, if it be 
true, which Movers in that section of his 
valuable work has rendered very pro- 
bable, that numbers in the old copies 
were often expressed in ciphers similar 
to those which we know to have: been 
used by the Syrians and Phenicians (see 
Hoffmann, Grammat. Syriac. p. 83, and 
Tab. ii.) the number 35 might easily be 
formed out of 25, V0 or V3 out 
of ὕ οἷ or V8 (5 being denoted by a 
mark like the Roman V, 10 by a mark 
like a horizontal R, and 20 by a figure 
resembling our 3.) Or, independently 
of this supposition, the transcriber might 
be led into error by supposing that Asa’s 
disease in his feet, xvi. 12, almost im- 
mediately followed upon the denuncia- 
tion of Hanani the Seer and Asa’s im- 
prisonment of him for his faithful rebuke. 
The same mistake seems further to have 
led to the alteration of “36th” to “38th,” 
which appears in the LXX : that is, the 
copyist might be the more readily de- 
ceived by the resemblance of the letter. 
numeral for 5 to that for 8, (7 for fy, see 
Ῥ. 185, note,) from supposing the 3th 

year, 
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B.C. ΖΦ. ἃ. Judah. Israel. 
955 23 4 Asa 1-2 Baasha. 
$44 34 15 .. 12-18 ......... 


44 26 ... 22-23 ......... 


ἅ ὃ 
ὃ 
᾿ 
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War between Asa and Baasha. 

Zerah the Ethiopian invades Ju- 
dah, and is miraculously discom- 
fited. The great reformation in 
Asa’s 15th year (3d month) fol- 
lowed by ten years of rest and 
prosperity. . 


23-24 B. =} Elah. Baasha in the 26th of Asa [and 


last year of his own reign] re- 
commences open hostilities by 
fortifying Ramah. Asa, by a 
league with Ben-hadad, diverts 
him from his purpose. The Sy- 
rians invade Israel and make 
conquests. Baasha dies, after a 
reign of 24 y. [current], and is 
succeeded by Ean, in 26 Asa, 
who reigns 2 y. [current] 1 K. 


932 46 27 ... 1-2 Elah=1 Zimri. xvi. 8. and in 27 Asa is slain by 
= 1] Omri, } Ζιμπι, who exterminates all the 


Tibni 


House of Baasha, but reigns only 


931 47 28 ... 1-2 Omri and Tibni. 7 days, xvi. 15. Omri and Tibni, 
928 50 31 ... 4-5 ...... »] Omrisole. rival kings, xvi. 21. till 31 Asa 


6-7 ...... 2-3 


——-1 Ahab. 


917. 61 Jehoshaphat 4-5 ...... 


ὥ 8 


year, v. 12, to be very near._Movers 
finds a further difficulty in v. 7, where 
he thinks for “‘ king of Syria,” we must 
read ‘king of Israel,’’ because the pas- 
sage as it stands makes nonsense. By no 
means. ‘God would have overthrown 


when Tibni dies, and Omri reigns 
over all Israel, 

Omri reigned 6 years in Tirzah, 
1K. xvi. 23. (932-926). Then 
founded Samaria, ἐδ. 

Reigned 12 y. [current] in all, ἐδ. 
AHAB succ, 38 Asa, v. 29. 

Asa diseased in his feet, 2Ch. xvi. 
12, and died after a reign of 41 y. 
1K. xv. 9. 

JEHOSHAPHAT succ. 4 Ahab, 
xxii. 42. 


Jehoshaphat sends Levites to teach 
Judah the Law, 1 Ch. xvii. 7-9, 
moved perhaps by the apostasy 
of Israel to Baalism, which may 
have begun at this time, 1 Ki. 


the Syrians as he did the Ethiopians, if 
they had continued their league with 
Baasha and come to his assistance against 
Asa. But now, the Syrians were reserved 
to be a scourge to his family.” Bp. Pa- 
trick ἐπ /. 
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B.C. ALR. Judah. larael. 


76 16 Jehoshaphat 19-90 Ahab. 


1-2 Ahaziah. 
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22 Α.-Ἰ Ahasiah. 


2 A.-1 Joram s. Ahab. 
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xvi, 31-38. lijah the Tishbite, 
1 K. xvii. ff. At the end of 3 
years the national worship is 
restored. 

Ben-hadad besieges Samaria and 
is defeated. Ahab spares him. 
1 K. xx, (3 years before Ahab’s 
last year, xxii. 1.) Naboth the 
Jezreelite, xxi. 

Ahab slain at Ramoth-Gilead, 
xxii, after a reign of 22 y. [com- 
plete}, xvi. 29. AHAZIAH suc- 
ceeds and reigns 2 y. [complete]. 
Jehoshaphat, reproved by Jehu 
s. of Hanani, again reforms Ju- 
dah, 2 Ch. xix. Confederacy of 
Moab, Ammon and other tribes 
against Jehoshaphat. Miraculous 
overthrow, 2 Ch. xx. Elijah : 
fire from heaven, 2 K. i. Jo- 
ΒΑΜ δ. of Ahab, succ. Ascen- 
sion of Elijah, 2 K. ii. Moab 
rebels, and is defeated, ἐδ. iii!, by 
the conjoint forces of Israel, Ju- 
dah, and Edom. The King of 
Moab raises the siege by sacri- 
ficing the son of the king of E- 
dom, ἐδ. (comp. Amos ii. 1.) 


1 6 T¢ ig acarcely to be doubted,’’ says 
Gesenius, Commentar. iiber Jesai, xv. 
p. 502, note, “that 2 Kings iii. and 
2 Chron. xx. relate to the same incident.” 
Then he points out the glaring discre- 
pancies between the two accounts, with 
the view of making it appear that the 
narrative in the Chronicles is thoroughly 
unhistorical, a version of the story re- 
lated in 2 Kings iii, conceived quite in 
the spirit of the priesthood, and designed 
for the glory of the pious king Jeho- 
shaphat. The discrepancies indeed are 
glaring enough, as well they may be, 
since the two occurrences are perfectly 
distinct. Besides, as Movers has ably 
shown, the reality of the story in 2 Chron. 
xx. is attested by Peal. xlviii, which 
cannot relate (as Gesenius and Ewald 
pretend) to the times of Hezekiah, and 
which does admirably accord in all its 
parts with the story as here related. (1 


regret that my space does not allow me 
to transcribe this part of Movers’s argu- 
ment.) Further, this miraculous victory 
is alluded to by the prophet Joel, iv. 1; 
for, where he speaks of all nations ga- 
thered together ‘‘in the valley of Jeho- 
shaphat,”’ he undoubtedly alludes to this 
overthrow of Judah's enemies as a kind 
of type of that future scene which he 
predicts. “The Lord will gather toge- 
ther the heathen to a great battle in the 
valley of Jehoshaphat (the scene of Je- 
hoshaphat’s victory) as though they 
would destroy the Holy City: but the 
very name of this battle-field, Jehosha- 
phat, “Jehovah judgeth!” is not only 
ἃ memorial of that great and prosperous 
king, but an omen of the judgment of the 
Lord, &c.”? Ewald, Propheten, i. 80. 
Lastly, even in 2 Kings iii., there is a 
circumstance which requires explanation, 
and finds it in the story of 2 Chron. xx. 

The 
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896 82 22 Jehoshaphat 1-2 Joram s. A. 
8905. 858 926... ......ἁ(ὑὐνως 4.δ eee 
802 86 1 Joram 8. J BB ....ὁἀἁὁννννο 
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Elisha’s miracles; 2 Kin. iv. v. 
Ben-hadad besieges Samaria : the 
famine, the plenty ; vi. vii. Seven 
years of famine begins; viii. 

Joram 8. J, succ., son-in-law of 
Ahab, an idolater. In Israel, 7 
years of famine continue, 2 Kin. 
viii. After which, Elisha is at 
Damascus, ib. Hazael murders 
Ben-hadad. In Judah, Joram, 
8. J. slays all his brethren, 2 (Ὁ. 
xxi. 4. Edom and Libnah re- 
volt, 2 K. viii. 20. He receives 
a writing from Elijah the pro- 
phet!, 2C. xxi. Philistines* and 
Ethiopian Arabs take Jerusalem, 
and take captive Joram’s wives 


The Moabites, deceived by the appear- 
ance of the water, said, “ This is blood, 
the kings are surely slain, and they have 
smitten one another; now therefore, 
Moab, to the spoil!’” Was it so ordi- 
nary an occurrence for confederate armies 
to fall to slaughter each other, that the 
Moabites should jump to this conclusion 
at once? Surely there must have hap- 
pened something of this kind to suggest 
the thought. And so it was. The Mo- 
abites recollected what had happened 
to themselves and the Ammonites and 
Edomites but a few years before, when, 
being confederate against Jehoshaphat, 
“the children of Ammon and Moab 
stood up against the inhabitants of 
mount Seir utterly to slay and destroy 
them; and when they had made an end 
of the inhabitants of Seir, every one 
helped to destroy another.” 2 Chron. 
xx. 23. It may be further remarked, 
that this story serves also to account for 
the circumstance that the king of Edom 
is confederate with Judah and Israel 
against Moab, in 2 Kings iii. He was 
glad of an opportunity of avenging the 
slaughter of ‘the inhabitants of mount 
Seir.”” 

1 That such a letter should have been 
written by Elijah before his death, is no 
wise surprising if Elijah was indeed an 
inspired man of God. This circumstance, 


noted only in the Chronicles, intimately 
accords with the account in the Book of 
Kings of the commission given to Elijah 
in that most solemn hour when he stood 
before God in Horeb : “ Anoint Hazael to 
be king over Syria, and Jehu to be king 
over Israel, and Elisha to be prophet in 
thy room,” 1 Kings xix. 15. The crisis of 
judgment to which that commission point- 
ed was now at hand, and the king of 
Judah, partaker and heir of Ahab’s sin, 
was to share in the punishment. One 
year witnessed the horrible death of Jo- 
ram son of Jehoshaphat by the hand of 
the Lorn, and of his successor Ahaziah 
and Joram son of Ahab, by the hand of 
Jehu. Thus in the Book of Kings, the 
ministry of Elijah reaches ita goal, after 
his ascension, in the judgment delegated 
to Hazael and Jehu: in the Book of 
Chronicles, containing the history of Ju- 
dah only, the same ministry appears in 
connexion with the same crisis in the 
person of the apostate son of Jehosha- 
phat. 

3 This invasion is alluded to in Joel 
iv. & ‘*And what are ye also tome, O 
Tyre and Sidon, and all the coasts of 
Philistia3...who have taken my silver 
and gold, and have brought into your 
temples all my choicest treasures, and 
have sold the children of Judah and Je- 
rusalem to the sons of Javan !” 
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B.C. E.R. Judah. Israel. 


965 98 8J.=1Ahasiah 13-1 Jehu. 


384 94 Usurpation,6y. 1-2 Jehu. 


8 Inthe Kings, Ahaziah endeavouring 
to escape from Jezreel is pursued by 
Jehu, who gives order to “smite him 
also in the chariot. And they did so at 
the going up to Gur, which is by {bleam. 
And he fled to Megiddo, and died there.”” 
ἢ Kings ix. 27. In the Chronicles, after 
the slaughter of Ahasiah’s brethren, we 
read, ‘‘and Jehu sought Ahasish, and 
they caught him, for he was hid in Sama- 
ria, and brought him to Jehu, and when 
they had slain him, they buried him,” 
xxii. 7—9. The two accounts are not 
necessarily contradictory, since possibly 
the whole relation in the Chronicles may 
belong to the time after Ahasiah’s flight 
to Megiddo: ὁ. 6. it may be that he was 
“wounded at Ibleam but not killed, and 
so fied to Megiddo; then Jehu, hearing 
‘that he was still alive and in conceal- 
ment, made search for him, and he was 
found in Samaria, brought before Jebu, 
and killed. And this possible solution 
of the difficulty is rendered probable by 
the order of events in the Chronicles. For 
the search for Ahasiah is there placed 
after the slaughter of Ahasiah’s kinsmen. 
«ς Ahasiah came to Jezreel to see-Joram, 
and went out with Joram against Jehu,” 
v. 7. So far both accounts agree. But 
the Chronicler omits what immediately 
followed, perhaps because it was mixed 
up with the recital about Joram, which 
he did not intend to relate. In the Kings, 
Jehu having finished his work in Jezreel, 


and sons except Jehoahaz = Aha- 
zish. 

Joram of Judah dies of an horrible 
disease, ib. 

JEHU rebels against Joram s. of 
Ahab and kills him. Ahazieh, 
being on a visit to Joram at Jez- 
reel, is slain by Jehu. On the 
death of Ahasiah, ATHALIAH 
destroyed all the seed royal ex- 
cept Joash, who was secreted by 
his aunt Jehosheba, -Athaliah’s 
usurpation lasted 6 years. Hazael 

- oppresses Israel, x. 32. 


‘“Sarose and departed and came to Sa- 
maria,” ix.12. In the way, he falls in 
with Ahaziah’s kinsmen, and slays them, 


#6. 138. And this, the Chronicler does re- ᾿ 


late: * It came to pass, when Jehu found 
the princes of Judah and the sons of the 
brethren of Ahaziah, which ministered to 
Ahasiah, he slew them,” xxii. 8. It is 
not said, where; but in the Kings we 
learnt that it was on the way to Samaria. 
And then it follows in the Chronicles, 
v.9, ‘‘And he sought Ahaziah, and 
they caught him, for he was Aid in Sa- 
maria, and they brought him to Jehu, 
ἃς." Here then, far from contradiction, 
we discover the fine and accurate coin- 
cidence of independent accounts which 
complete each other. The only variance 
is, that the one account says only in 
general, that Ahaziah escaped, wound- 
ed, to Megiddo and died there (in that 
part of the country), the other says no- 
thing about the wound, and gives the 
particulars of that which the former 
had stated briefly in two words, ΤῸΝ 


DY. Nay, there is reason to believe 


that even the text of the Chronicles hinés 
at the wound: for the LXX has καὶ 


κατέλαβον αὑτὸν larpevdpevoy ἐν 


Σαμαρείᾳ, implying the reading nT) 
λα... NEW, (comp. v. 6. LXX 
and Heb. ) instead of NAMM. 


--»..-........ . .. “«. 
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B.C. 4.R. Judah. 


878 100 1 Joash 


857 12] 22...... 


810 168 99 ......... 


1 This statement deviates from our 


FROM THE SCHISM 


Ierael. 
7-8 Jehu. 


28 J-1 Jehoahaz. 


1-2 Jehoahaz. 


1-2 Joash 


TO THE EXILE. [ cH. Iv. 


JoasH began to reign 7 Jehu, 


2 K. xii. 1. 


Jehu r.28 y. 2K. x. 36. Succeed- 


ed by JEHOAHAZ in the 23d of 
Joash, 2 K. xiii. 1}. 


Joash repairs the Temple, xii. 


4-16. Hazael and his son still 
oppress Israel, 2 K. xiii. Sy- 
rians take Gath, and are diverted 
from Jerusalem by a present of 
the Temple-treasures, xii. 17. 
Joash does well all the days of 
Jehoiada, xii. 2; but after the 
death of Jehoiada he falls into 
apostasy, 2C. xxiv. 15. 

JoasH (of Israel) succ. in 39 Jo- 
ash, 2 K. xiii. 105, Martyrdom 
of Zechariah son of Jehoiada, 
2 Ὁ. xxiv. 20. 

Syrians take and spoil Jerusalem, 
ἐδ. 23. at the end of the year (i.e. 
after the death of Zechariah). 
Joash, left diseased on his bed, 
is slain by conspirators, ἐδ. 25. 
2K. xii. 19. 21. Anazran 
succ. 2 Joash, xiv. 1. Israel, 
brought to extremity by Syrian 
oppression in the τ. of Jehoahar, 
begins torecover. Elisha dying, 
promises Joash three victories 
over Syria. The miraculous re- 
suscitation at Elisha’s grave, 
2 K. xiii. Amaziah hires mer- 
cenaries from Israel for a war 
upon Edom, but dismisses them 
on 8 reproof from a prophet: the 
Israelites are incensed, 2 C. xxv. 
Amaziah is successful against 
Edom. He challenges Joash, is 
conquered, and Jerusslem is 
spoiled, ἐδ. and 2 K. xiv. 


16 J.-1 Jeroboam. Joash d. JEROBOAM suce. 15 Jo- 


14-15 Jeroboam. 


principle of adjustment only half a year, 


since the lst of Jehoahaz on our prin- 
ciple includes half of the 22nd and half 


ash, 2 K. xiii. 23. 


Amaziah outlives Joash 15 y. 2 K. 


xiv. 17. νυ. My. v. 1. 


of 23rd Joash. 

* In the Hebrew text the numeral is 
37th;’’ but some copies of the LXX 
have the true reading, “ 39th.” 
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B.C. 4.8. Judah. Israel. 
809 169 1 Ase 16-16 ............ UzziaH, see § 220°. 
= Uzziah 
The revival of prosperity in Israel 
and Judah. Jeroboam recovers 
the whole territory of the 10 tribes, 
according to the prediction of Jo- 
NAH, 2 K. xiv. 25, and Uzziah 
the whole territory of Judab, 
2 Ὁ. xxvi. 1-15. [Joel prophe- 
sies in Judah, Hosea and Amos 
in Israel. } 
783 195 927 ..-..... 41 Interregnum, 
or Anarchy, 
eleven years 
to 772 B.C. 


§ 229. The fact that the long and prosperous reign of 
Jeroboam was followed by eleven years of anarchy, is not ex- 
pressed in the history, but is necessarily implied in the Chrono- 
logical data. If we were to assume, on the ground of the 
synchronism 1 Uzziah = 27 Jeremiah, that there was anarchy 
in Judah after the death of Amaziah, viz. 13 years, the time 
of anarchy in Israel will be increased from 11 years to 23. 


Namely : 
zz. R. Judah. Israel. 
[168 29 Amaziah 14—15 Jeroboam. 
Anarchy, 13 years. 
181 1 Uzziah. 27—28 ............ 
195 16 ......... 41 ow. ee 
(Anarchy, 23 years.) 
218 3B ......ὕΨ.Ψ.. 1 Zechariah, 2 K. xv. 8.] 


But there is nothing to indicate a time of anarchy in Judah: 
on the contrary it is said, 2 Chron. xxvi. 1, “then” —after 
the slaughter of Amaziah—‘“all the people of Judah took 
Uzziah, &c.” The fact of an interregnum in Israel, well 
accords with the denunciations of Hosea and Amos against 
that kingdom. 


B.C. #@.B Judah. Ierael 


772 200 38 Uzziah —— Zechariah. ZECHARIAH b. 38 Ussiah, r. 6 
months, the last of the house of 
771 207 39 ......... Shallum,1 Menahem Jehu, slain by SHaLium, 2 K. 


xv. 8, who began 39 Uszziah, r. 

1 month, and was slain by ME- 

> 2 Kings xv. 1. ‘‘In the 27th year | dental. Uszziah, it will be seen, succeeded 

of Jeroboam began Asariah to reign.” | én the 27th year before the end of the 
The corruption of the text is not acci- | reign of Jeroboam. 
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B.C. #@.R. Judah. Israel. 

760 218 50 Uzzish 10 Μ. 1 Pekahjah. 
759 219 δ] ......... ee 
758 220 52 ......... 2 P. 1 Pekah 
757 221 1 Jotham 1-2 Pekah 

742 236 16 ......... 16-17 ...... 

741 237 1 Abas 17-18 ...... 

740 238 2...... 18-19 Pekah. 
739 380 3 ...... 19-20 ...... 


FROM THE SCHISM TO THE EXILE. 


[ cH. rv. 


NAHEM, ἰδ. 13-17. Pul, king of 
Assyria, invades [srael, ἐδ. 19. 
In Judah, Uzziah, invading the 
priest’s office is smitten with le- 
prosy, 2 C. xxvii. 16. Isaiah 
begins to prophesy in the last 
year of Uzziah. 

PexanHJau began 50 Uzziah, r. 2 


bees y- slain by Pekah. 2 K. xv. 


23-26. 

Prexa8 ὁ. 52 Uzziah, τ. 20 y. ἐδ. 37. 

JoTHan ὃ. 2 Pekah, id. 32'. [Mi- 
cah prophesies concerning Sama- 
ria and Jerusalem]. 

AnHag ὁ. 17 Pekah, 2 K. xvi. 1. 
Rezin k. of Syria and Pekah of 
Israel form a confederacy against 
him, and invade Judah with in- 
tent to besiege Jerusalem ; it did 
not come, however, to a siege, 
2 K. xvi. 5. Isai. vii. 1.93. 

After this joint-campaign, Rezin 
recovered Elath to Syria and ex- 
pelled the Jews, 2 K. xvi. 6, and 
in that or a subsequent expedi- 
tion “smote Ahaz and carried 
a great multitude of captives to 
Damascus,’’ 20. xxviii. 5. Pe- 
kah likewise “smote him with 
a great slaughter, for he slew in 
Judah 120,000 in one day, which 
were all valiant men’’....“‘ And 
the children of Israel carried a- 
way captive 200,000 women, sons 
and daughters: upon the re- 
monstrance of the prophet Oded, 
the captives were honourably re- 


1 This statement, again, deviates half 
a year from our rule of adjustment. But 
the rule is confirmed by xv. 30, where 
the death of Pekah is assigned to the 
20th year of Jotham, é.¢. 20 Jotham 
= 20 Pekah; hence 1 Jotham begins in 
1 Pekah. 

2 2 Kings xvi. 5. ‘Then Resin and 
Pekah came up to Jerusalem to war 


mann? and they besieged Ahaz (not 
besieged but ime Oy TM") they pressed 


upon «λας, put him to straits, ἑ. 6. put 
him in fear) but were not able to over- 


come him (not so, but AAP to fight, 


to bring it toa battle,"”), Isai. vii. 1. 
*‘Rezin and Pekah came up to Jerusa- 


lem to fight against it ny ΠΌΤ 
and was not able to fight against it” 
ny DMT» which Gesenius renders, 


heranzog um es au belagern aber es kam 
nicht sur Belagerung. 


§ 229. | 


B.C. 2.8. Judah. Israel. 


738 240 4 Ahaz 
(= 20 Jotham, 
2K. xv. 30). 


20 Pekah. 
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stored, ἐδ. 6-15*. Edom and the 
Philistines invade Judah at the 
same time, 4d. 17-19. 

Ahasz sends to Assyria(T. Pileser) 
for help, #6. 16. 2 K. xvi. 7. T. 
Pil. invades Syria and takes Da- 
mascus, ἰδ. 9., also Israel, and 
takes Gilead, Galilee, all Naph- 
tali, &c. ἐδ. xv. 20: then Pekah 
is conspired against and slain by 
Hoshea, i. 39. 


8 This I take to be the true order of 
events, for I do not think, with Light- 
foot, that the events related in 3 Kings 
xvi. 6, and 2 Chron. xxviii. 5, belong to 
one and the same campaign. The for- 
mer was a joint-expedition, the latter 
separate, ("ὁ The Lord delivered him into 
the hand of the king of Syria, and they 
stnote him, &c....And he was also de- 
livered into the hand of the king of 
Israel who smote him, δι...) This suc- 
cessful expedition of the king of Syria is 
probably the same with that noted in 
2 Kings xvi. 6, in which Elath, the for- 
tified harbour on the Red Sea, was taken. 
Of the expedition of Pekah the book of 
Kings is wholly silent: yet it may be 
gathered even from this book that Pekah’s 
warfare with Judah was not summed up 
in a single, and that a fruitless, expedi- 
tion. For in xv. 37, on occasion of Jo- 
tham’s death it is remarked, “ In those 
days the Lonp began to send against 
Judah Rezin and Pekah:” that is, no 
sooner was that wise and powerful king 
dead, and his wicked and imbecile son 
Ahaz had succeeded to him, but these 
two kings formed a confederacy sgainst 
Judah, and prepared to besiege Jerusa- 
lem. Now that expedition came to no- 
thing, but the mention of “beginning,” 

Tit, certainly implies a war of longer 
continuance than a single campaign. In 
Isaiah also it is intimated that though 
the threatened danger of a siege passed 
away, and though the confederate kings 
themselves were destined to a speedy over- 
throw—(visz. before the child, then con- 


16 


ceived, should be of age to choose between 
good and evil, and to say my father and 
my mother, vii. 16; viii. 4, ὁ. 6. within 
the space of two or three years from the 
time of the prophecy )—nevertheless Ju- 
dah should first be devastated. ‘“‘ Thus 
saith the Lorn of Hosts: It shall not 
stand, it shall not be: but the head of 
Syria is (and shall be) Damascus...And 
the head of Ephraim is (and shall be) 
Samaria...1f ye believe not ye shall not 


be established” ‘2 IPONN) ND DN 
WONT Nd Compare the ‘words of Je- 
hoshaphat in 2 Chron, xx. 20. ON 
ION ODT TT, ὀμπιστεύ. 


care ἐν Κυρίῳ καὶ ἐμπιστευθήσεσθο, 
build om the Lord and ye shall be built 
up. B8o here, perhaps with an allusion 
to that saying of the pious king, Isaiah 
says, “ἴδ ye will not have faith in God, 
He will not be faithful to you; your 
Amen to His promise is the condition of 
His Amen. Neither this, nor any other, 
danger shall come to you from these two 
kings, if ye will believe.” Then Ahasz 
is put to the proof, Ask thee a sign: he is 
found wanting—he says not Amen to the 


promise, PORN? ND; it follows “he shall 


not be established” JON" ND.“ There- 


fore the Lord Himself will give you a 
sign :” the child that is to be born (the 
ideal representative of Immanuel) shall 
eat butter and honeythe spontaneous 
product of a land devastated and untilled 
(comp. υ. 22)—until it be of age to dis- 

cern 
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§ 280. With the death of Pekah, who was slain by Hoshea, 
(probably immediately after, and in consequence of the Assy- 
rian invasion) there must have ensued a second time of anarchy, 
which lasted 8 years. For though Pekah was slain in the 20th 
of Jotham = 4th Ahaz, Hoshea did not begin to reign till the 
12th of Ahaz. To this I refer Isaiah’s description, ix. 17— 
20, of a time of lawlessness, which shall burn like fire, “none 
spares another; they eat on the right and hunger, they devour 
on the left and are not satisfied; they eat—each one the flesh 
of his own arm. Manasseh Ephraim, and Ephraim Manasseh, 


and both against Judah.” 


BC. &R. Judah. 
730 248 12 Ahaz 


Israel. 


726 252 1 Hezekiah! 
725 2588 F 2.2... seeve 


4-5 ......... 


cern between good and evil, and to cry 
Sather and mother, and then shall Syria 
and Ephraim be desolate of their kings. 
In other words, and apart from the idea 
of Immanuel—“ this shall be a sign anto 
you, your land shall be devastated, it shall 
lie as a wilderness of pastures, yielding 
only milk of cattle and honey of bees by 
the space of two or three yeara from this 
time, and then shall these two kings be 
cut off.” Thus the narrative in Chronicles 
forms an admirable commentary on this 
prophecy, that is, in respect of its imme. 
diate sense. 

1 He was 25 years old when he began 
to reign, 2 Kings xviii.l. 2 C. xxix. 1. 
Now Ahaz was 20 years old and reigned 
16 years (15 complete): 2 Kings xvi. 2. 
2 Chron. xxviii. 1. There must be an error 
somewhere, for at this rate Hezekiah was 
born when Ahaz was 10 or 1] years 
old. The LXX, Syriac and Arabic of 
2 Chron. xxviii. 1. make Abas 25 years 
old, and this is the solution adopted by 
most of the commentators. Perhaps, 


-—— 1 Hoshea. Hosnra “did evil .... but not as the 


kings of Istael which were before him.” 
Shalmaneser invades him and makes him 


tributary, 2 K. xvii. 1, 2. 
Hezexrau ὁ. 3 Hoshea, see § 217. 
.δ-8 Pekah Hesekiah, having cleansed the Temple and 


restored religion in the first month, com- 
martds a solemn Passover to be holden in 
the second month, to which he invites 
Israel as well as Judah, 3 C. xxix. xxx *. 


however, the error may lie in the atate- 
ment of Hesekiah’s age; i.e. he may 
have been 15, not 25 at his father’s death. 
In this case, the birth of Hezekiah lies 
in the first year of Ahaz, and may be the 
partial, immediate, and typical falfilment 
of the sign given to Ahaz, Isai vii. 

3 On the first day of the first menth of 
the first year of his reign, he began to 
cleanse the Temple, xxix. 17. This must 
mean, on our principle of reckoning the 
reigns, the 2nd year, ἐ.6. 752 3.c. unless 
the actual epoch of Hezekiah coincided 
with the nominal, or preceded it a few days 
or weeks: which is not likely, for the reign 
of Ahas in that case would be af mos¢ just 
15 years, and therefore would not have 
been set down as 16 years. The fact 
seems to be, that Ahaz died late in 720 
B.c., and that Hezekiah began to reign 
not very long before the passover of 725 
B.C., long enough however to take mea- 
sures for the purification of the Temple 
and restoration of religien, which was to 
commence with the new year. 
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BRC: ΖΦ: Judah, Terael. 
“© Divers of Asher, Manasseh and Zebu- 


lun humbled themselves and came to 
Jerusalem.” About this time Hoshea 
revolted, and allied himself with So 
(= Sevechus) k. of Egypt: “Shalmaneser 

shut him up and bound him in prison,” 

7% 255 4 Hesekiah. 7-8 Hoshea. 2K. xvii. 4, then invaded all Israel, and 
besieged Samaria, 4 Hez. = 7 Ho. id. 5. 
xviii. 10, took it in 6 Hez. = 9 Ho. id. 10. 

721] 287 Ὁ ..........Ψ.Ψ. Ὁ .......ς and carried away Israel to Assyria. End 
of the kingdom of Israel. 


g 231. SUMMARY OF THE PRECEDING STATEMENTS. 


Judah: from | Nisan. lerael : from an earlier Epoch. 
Rehoboam 17 Jeroboam 21 = 22 current. 
Abijam 2 = 3 current. Nadab L= & wees 
Asa 41 Baasha 23 = 24 .....Ψ.Ψ.. 
Jehoshaphat 25 Elah 1= 2.. 
Joram ἤ - current. Zimri, &c. 1 
Ahaziah 1 Omri 11 Ξ 12 ......... 
Athaliah 6 Ahab 22 
Joash 40 Ahariah 2 
Amazial 29 Joram 12 
Uzziah δῶ Jehu 28 
Jotham 16 Jehoahaz 17 
Ahaz 15 = 16 current. Joash 16 
Hesekiah 6 Jeroboam 41 

Sam 257 {Interregnum) 11 
— Zechariah, ἅς. 1 
Menahem 10 

Pekahjah 2 

Pekah 20 

{Interregnum)] 8 

Hoshea _9 

Sum 257 


Hence it appears that our scheme has, thus far, realized 
all the lengths of reign assigned to the kings of Judah in 
periods of complete years, with the exception of 8 reigns out 
of 18 : and likewise those assigned to the kings of Israel, with 
the exception of 5 reigns out of 20. It has also realized all 
the synchronients (exclusive of those which are palpably cor- 
rupt) except fo, and even these are true in point of fact, and 
vary only half a year from the principle. 

16—2 


Γ 
94,4. PROM THE SCHISM TO THE EXILE. | CH. IV. 


§ 282. 


B.C. ALR. 

720 258 7 Hezekiah. Hezekiah successful against the Philistines. Rebels against 

to Assyria. Sennacherib invades Judah, and, at first, is pa- 

718 265 14 ............ cified by a tribute. Besieges Lachish, sends Rabshakeh 
to incite the Jews of Jerusalem to revolt, 2 K. xviii. 
Isai. xxxvi. Besieges Libnah: Tirhakah comes against 
him: he sends a letter to Hex. whom Isaiah comforts. 
That night, Sennacherib's host is miraculously over- 
thrown, id. 

712 266 16 ......... Hez. illness and miraculous recovery: 15 y. added to his 
life: Merodach Baladan’s embassy. Isaiah reproves 
Hez. and foretels the Babylonian judgment, 2 K. xx. 
Isai. xxxviii, ix. 20, xxxii. 

697 281 1 Manasseh. Manass&H reigns 56 y.: goes an awful length in apos- 
tasy, 2 K. xxi. 1-18. 2C. xxxiii. 1-10. The captains of 
Assyria take M. prisoner to Babylon: returning thence, 
he repents and reforms, 2 Ὁ. ἐδ. 11-17. 


§ 233. Of the histories which are peculiar to the Chroni- 
_cles, none has been more vigorously impeached than that which 
relates to the deportation of Manasseh and his subsequent re- 
formation. The chief ground of suspicion against it, according 
to Winer, Bibl. Realw. 8. v. is—not the silence of the Book 
of Kings, but—-the circumstance that the story coincides so 
closely with the twofold object which the authar of the Chroni- 
cles evidently had in view, viz. to extenuate as much as pos- 
sible the untheocratic lives of the kings of Judah, and to 
find a motive for everything in final causes (alles teleplogisch zw 
motiviren). It is sufficient to observe, that this is one of those 
stories which if not strictly true must be pure fiction. If it be a 
figment, it is most cleverly managed, for it tallies with the his- 
tory of the times with ἃ degree of exactness which no ancient 
Jewish writer of fictions has attained to, or pretended to aim 
at: witness the marvellous incuria of history and chronology 
which appears in the Book of Judith. The Assyrians, it is 
said, took Manasseh to Babylon. A Jew inventing the story 
after the Exile (for that is the supposition) would surely have 
named Nineveh. But in truth, it so happens that Babylon, 
which in the time of Esarhaddon, son of Sennacherib, was in- 
dependent, had again become a province of Assyria. For as 
I shall shew in another place (see the Appendix), <Axerdis 
(Abydenus), i.e. Hearhaddon II., who, according to Berosus, 
reigned in Syria from Β. ο. 683 to 662, appears under the name 
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Asaridin in the Canon of Ptolemy as king of Babylon, from 
B.c. 680 to 667. And this same king, according to Abydenus, 
made conquests in Egypt and the intertor of Syria. With 
this compare Ezra iv. 2, where the Samaritans ascribe their 
settlement in the land to Esarhaddon, king of Assur. True, 
this colonizer of Samaria, 2 Kings xvil. 24, might be Esar- 
haddon I., son of Sennacherib: but now compare Isaiah vii. 8, 
which is conclusive : ‘‘ Within 65 years shall Ephraim be broken 
in pieces and be no more a people.” This was said in 741 
B.c., and 65 years lead to 676 B.c.,1i.¢. to the reign of that 
Esarhaddon who was king of Assyria and of Babylon, and 
who “made conquests in the interior of Syria and in Egypt.” 
This then is the Esarhaddon of Ezra iv. 2, the king of Assyria 
of 2 Kings xvii. 24. And observe, that the colonists whom he 
brought into the land were partly men of Babylon, ἐδ. Of 
course this Assyrian king would not leave Jerusalem untouched 
in an invasion which took in both Syria and Egypt. It 
should alzo be observed that Josiah, as a vassal of Assyria, 
2 Kings xxiii. 29, had authority in the old territory of the 
Ten Tribes, ἐδ. 19 (comp. v. 15 with xvii. 28). How the kings 
of Judah became vassals of Assyria is nowhere related, unless 
it be in this history of Manasseh. Moreover, the story of Ma- 
nasseh’s deportation is connected, as Movers remarks, p. 331, 
with a circumstance which accurately corresponds with the ex- 
isting state of affairs: vtz. after his return, Manasseh erected 
new walls on the west side of the city of David, from the foun- 
tain Gihon to the fishgate, enclosing Ophel, and also garrisoned 
the fenced cities of Judah, 7.14. Doubtless this was done at 
the order of the king of Assyria, by way of opposing a bar- 
rier to the designs of Egypt, whose powerful king, Psamme- 
ticus (671—617 Β. c.), was bent upon extending his dominion 
into Asia, and actually spent 29 years in besieging Ashdod, 
Herod. ii. 157. So much, then, of the story as relates to the 
deportation to Babylon, is quite in keeping with the history 
of those times. And the rest, which relates to Manasseh’s 
repentance and reformation, cannot possibly be a fiction. It 
is inconceivable that any Jewish writer should have selected 
Manasseh, the most atrocious of all the kings of Judah, the 
idolater, and murderer of the prophets, the man whose sin was 
the direct procuring cause of the judgment which came upon 
Jerusalem, 2 Kings xxi. 12 ff.; xxiii. 26; xxiv. 3, to be the 
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subject of such a romance. It may be said (I know not whether 
it has been), that the whole story is an allegory, in which Ma- 
nasseh’s captivity, repentance and restoration, covertly denote 
the fortunes of the whole nation,—an allegory, in short, of the 
Babylonian judgment, designed for the exhortation and comfort 
of the exiles. That it Aas an allegorical meaning I admit, for 
Manasseh in his sin, punishment, repentance and restoration, is 
& conspicuous type or symbol of the whole nation, provoking 
God to the uttermost, sent into captivity, and thence upon 
its repentance restored to its own land. But an allegory of 
merely human contrivance would never have been foisted into 
& book which lays claim to strict. historical veracity : besides, 
two parts out of three of the story are strictly historical, and 
the second of these two is peculiar to the Book of Chroni- 
cles. | Besides, I shall have occasion to point out hereafter 
“an economy of times and seasons’ belonging to this story, 
which attests at once its allegorical import and its objec- 
tive reality. I will only remark in conclusion, that the specific 
difficulties alleged by Gramberg, and even acknowledged as 
weighty by Movers, p. 327, are little better than cavils. rst, 
2 Chron. xxxiii. 15, the idol-altars in the Temple are said 
to have been removed and cast out of the city by Manasseh, 
but 2 Kings xxxiii. 12, it was Josiah who “destroyed the altars 
which Manasseh had made in the two courts of the Temple.” 
As if there were any contradiction here! Why, even the Chro- 
nicles relate that Amon revived alJ the idolatries of his father, 
o. 21; “he walked in all the way that his father had walked 
in, and served the édols that his father served,” It is no- 
where said that Manasseh destroyed his idols and altars; ‘he 
took them away and cast them out of the city,” ο. 15, his son 
Amon restored them, Josiah finally destroyed them. Secondly, 
if idolatry was abolished by Manasseh in all Judah, how are we 
to account for its so speedy revival and extensive prevalence in 
the beginning of the reign of Josiah, 2 Kings xxiii. 4 ff. The 
answer is furnished by the Chronicles: Manasseh put a stop 
to idolatry, and “commanded Judah to serve the Lord. Never- 
theless the people did sacrifice still in the high places, yet unto 
the Lord their God only,” ο. 16,17. From the worship of 
the high places to idolatry was ever but a step. Manasseh 
was not able to repair the evil which he had done: the people 
were in heart addicted to their idols, and may well be sup- 
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posed to have returned to them during the latter years of his 
long reign. And this answers the third objection: “if Ma- 
nasseh repented of his sins and made amends, why are they 
denounced as the cause of the judgment on a later genera- 
tion, 2 Kings xxiv.3; Jer. xv. 4" Manasseh’s repentance 
may have procured his own pardon and a respite of judgment 
to his people. But his sin did not die with him. . Like Jero- 
boam son of Nebat, he made his people to sin; Judah sinned 
on notwithstanding Manasseh’s reformation. 


ᾧ. 234. 


BC. ZR. 

642 336 1lAmon Awmown, r. 2 years: restored idolatry: slain by conspiracy, 
: 2K. xxi. 19. 2 Ο. xxxiii. 21. 

640 338 1 Josiah Jos1au began to reign at 8 y. old, 2K. xxii. 1. 2C. xxxiv. 1. 


636 84 ὅ ..... At 12 y. old he began to purge Judah and Jerusalem from the 
high places and idols, 2 C. xxxiv. 8 ff. 

628 350 18... [Jeremiah begins to prophesy. ] 

623 355 18 ...... After purging the land, id. 8, in his 18 y., ἐδ. and 2 K. xxii, 8, 


he begins to repair the Temple: the book of the Law is 
discovered: the great Reformation and solemn Passover, 
2 K. xxii. 10 f. xxiii. 21 ff. 3 C. xxxiv. xxxv. 1-18. 

The date “18th year,” 2 Chron. xxxiv. 8; 2 Kings xxii. 3, 
must obviously be understood with some latitude: it is not 
the date of the order for the repairs of the Temple, but of 
the solemn Passover: for all these events, the repairs, the 
discovery of the law, the covenant made by the whole nation, 
and the preparation of the Passover, cannot be crowded into 
the short space of 14 days’. These incidents therefore be- 
long in part to the 17th of Josiah. It appears also from 
the Chronicles, that the description 2 Kings xxii. 4—20, of 
the purging of the land from idols lies out of its place in 
the order of time: v. 21 joins on to »v. 3, the intermediate 
verses relate to an earlier period, between the 12th and 18th 
years of Josiah, and the verb in v. 4, must be understood 
in the pluperfect tense. The narrator in 2 Kings, hastening 
in medias res begins his story at the crisis of the reform, 
the 18th year, the year of the great covenant and Passover, 
then relates the circumstances which led to that important 


1 Here then we have an instance of an.{ crowning event gives its date to the whole 
anticipative date precisely similar to that | series of antecedent events. 
of 8. Luke iii. 1. In both cases, the 
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event, and thence reverts to the earlier acts of Josiah. © No 
other view is tenable, for it is not likely that co good a king 
would be altogether inactive against idolatry during 17 years 
of his reign. 


§ 235. 


B.C. AR. 

610 368 31 Josiah. Josiah, as an ally of the king of Assyria, joins battle 
with Pharaoh-Necho and is alain in the plain of Me- 
giddo, 2 Κι. xxiii. 29. 2 Ο. xxxv. 20 (at Hadadrimmon, 
Zech. xii. 1}}}, JEnoanaz (Shallum, Jer. xxii. 10, 
11) succeeding, reigns only 3 months, 2K. xxiii. 31. 
Necho “ put him in bonds at Riblah in the land of Ha- 
math, that he should not be king in Jerusalem,” 2 K. 
xxiii. 383, Jehoahaz was taken into Egypt (2 K. and 
2C. and Jer. u.s.), and Pharaoh gave the throne to 


1 Jehoahaz. 


1 Jehoiakim. 


Eliakim, changing his name to JEHOIAKIM. 


φΦεαδοουυνθασά 


Nebuchadnezzar conquersJudea. Beginning of the seventy 
yéars’ captivity. Chap. 111. sect. i. 


On Jehoiakim’s 


rebellion after this defeat, see p. 172. 


1 This is the engagement of which 
Herodotus speaks, ii. 159. Σύροισι πε- 
ζῇ ὁ Nexwe συμβαλὼν ἐν Μαγδόλῳ évi- 
κησε" μετὰ δὲ τὴν μαχὴν Καάδυτιν πόλιν 
τῆς Συρίην ἐοῦσαν μεγάλην εἷλε. He 
confounds Magdolus (the Migdol of 
Scripture), the frontier town of Egypt, 
with Megiddo: Kadytis, all agree, is 
Jerusalem, Kadushah, ‘the Holy City.” 
Movers has pointed out a further inte- 
resting coincidence between the account 
in Chronicles and that of Herodotus. 


ἐς 4 God,” says Necho—DVTO8 (not 
DONT, as elsewhere in Chron., ie. 


Jehovah) —“‘a God commanded me to 
make haste; beware of the God who is 


with me,” YOY WN OVON, ie. 


the guardian god of the king. Now He- | 


rodotus relates that Necho, in consequence 
of an oracle, pavrniov éuwodiou γενομέ- 
vou, desisted from the work of the canal, 
which he was making between the Nile 
and the Red Sea, παυσάμενος δὲ τῆς 
διώρυχος ἐτράπετο πρὸς orparntas, and 
to this Syrian expedition in particular; 


« 


he adds, that Necho dedicated the war- 
dress in whieh he made this campaign, to 
Apollo of Branchida. 

3 The Hebrew text of 2 Chron. xxxvi. 
3, is mutilated by an error of the copy- 
iste. Compare 

2 Kings xxiii. 33. 

ὩΣ) ΓΞ WDNR 
soo ΓῈΠ yw. 7272 
ὌΡΟΥΣ 
2 Chron. xxxvi. 3. 


OD PD won 


ὌΡΟΥΣ 
i.e. the copyist has dropt a Jine and sub- 
stituted WI"'D") “deposed him,” for 
ἸΌΝ “fettered him.” The LXX. 
had the genuine reading in their copy, 
whence they make καὶ ἔδησεν αὑτόν ®.N. 
ἐν Δεβλαθὰ ἐν γῇ Αἰμὰθ tov μὴ βασι- 
λούειν αὐτὸν ἂν ᾿Ιερουσαλήμ. For that 
this clause is not interpolated from the text 
of Kings, appears from the Chaldee form 


Δεβλαθὰ Ν ΡΟΝ instead of ΠΣ Ἴ, 


§ 235—237. | 


APPENDIX TO CHAPTER IV. 


CHRONOLOGY OF THE PROPHETS WHO LIVED BEFORE THE EXILE. 


§ 236. Jona is mentioned, 2 Kings xiv. 25, as having 
foretold the deliverance of Istael and recovery of its former 
prosperity, which came to pass in the reign of Jeroboam the 
Second, 8. 6. 824—783. 

Of Jozn we learn only that he was the son of Pethuel. 
The time of his prophesying seems to lie not very long before 
that of Amos, whose prophecy begins with a text of Joel. 
Movers, p. 119 ff. and Ewald refer it to the reign of Joash, 
but on grounds which I think inconclusive. Ὁ 

Amos prophesied in the reign of Jeroboam the Second, 
and in that part of it which was contemporary with the reign 
of Uzziah, that is, 5. ο. 808—783. He began to prophesy 
“two years before the earthquake :” this, as a remarkable 
event, is alluded to by Zechariah long afterwards, xiv. 5, but 
its time is not known. The close connexion between the close 
of Joel and the opening of Amos seems to indicate that the 
two prophets were not far separated in time. 

Hosea began in the same reighs, but continued to prophesy 
into the reign of Hezekiah i.1; ¢.¢. from before 783 3.c. 
till after 726 s.c. Like Amos, he prophesied against the 
Ten Tribes; he may have lived to see the fulfilment of his 
predictions. 

ᾧ 287. Isatan was commissioned to the prophetical office in 
the death-year of Uzziah, vi. 1. His prophecies fall into two 
parts distinct in matter and mianner: the first, extending from 
chap. 1. to xxxix. consists of a series of oracles, arranged for 
the most part in the order of their delivery: the other, from 
chap. xl. to the end, is one continued prophetical discourse. 


Parr I. 


i. Chap. i—v. Prophecies against Jerusalem, delivered 
in the reigns of Uzziah and Jotham. This section is completed 
with the narrative of Isaiah’s mission chap. vi. 
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ii. Chap. vii—xii. The Prophecy of Immanuel, delivered 
in the first year of Ahaz, on occasion of the confederacy of 
Rezin and Pekah against Jerusalem. 

iti. Chap. xiii. xiv. 27. Prophecies against Babylon 
and Assyria. 

iv. Chap. xiv. 28—xxili. Prophecies immediately relating 
to the Assyrian invasion. 

1. xiv. 28—$2. Against Philistia: delivered in the 
death-year of Ahaz, 726 3.c. The Philistines in the reign 
of Ahaz had shaken off the subjection to which they were 
reduced by Uzziah, 2 Chron. xxviii. 18. Hezekiah in the 
early part of his reign reduced them again, 2 Kings xviii. 8. 
The two last verses relate to the devastation of Philistia by 
the Assyrians. 

2. xv. xvi. Moab. This was to come into accomplish- 
ment within three years, xvi. 14. It seems to relate to the 
invasion of Shalmaneser, 723-721. 

8. xvii. Damascus and Ephraim: especially the latter: 
fulfilled 721. The last verses predict the destruction of the 
Assyrian when he should come against Judah. Chap. xviii. 
seems to form part of this prophecy; ὦ. 6. to relate to Ethiopia, 
which under So or Sevechus had made alliance with the Ten 
Tribes against Assyria, and under Tirhakah came out against 
Sennacherib for the relief of Jerusalem. 

4, xix. Egypt. This prophecy predicts the political con- 
vulsions of Egypt, from the time of the Ethiopian dynasty, to 
the accession of Psammetichus.—To this oracle is added as 
an appendix chap. xx, delivered “‘in the year in which Tartan 
came to Ashdod, sent from Sargon king of Assyria, and he 
besieged it and took it.” Sargon must have been the successor 
of Shalmaneser, between him and Sennacherib, therefore about 
718 s.c. He is mentioned only in this place, but Berosus 
probably means him where he says, Postquam regnasset frater 
Senecheribi, &c., Eus. Chron. Armen. 42. Ashdod was the 
key to Egypt, and thitherward Assyria would naturally turn 
its arms immediately after the reduction of Syria, Ephraim, 
and Phoenicia. It seems from the prophecy, that the siege 
lasted three years. Afterwards it cost Psammetichus 29 years’ 
siege to recover it to Egypt. 
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5. Chap. xxi. 1—10. “The burthen of the desert of 
the ses.” The purport of this prophecy is evidently the 
capture of Babylon by the Medes and Persians, ». 2. But 
why is it placed here in a cycle of prophecies relating to 
the times of the Assyrian invasion, 726—718! I venture 
to suggest an explanation, derived from the passage of Berosus 
above referred to. Postquam regnasset frater Senecheribi σέ 
deinds postquam Acises in Babylontos dominatus esset, et necdum 
triginta quidem diebus regnum tenuisset a Marodach Baladano 
occisus ast, et Marodach B. per vim (regnum) tenutt sev men- 
sibus, eum vero interficions regnabat quidam cus nomen Elibus. 
Verum tertio regni eyus anno Senecheribus rex Assyriorum exer- 
citum conflabat adversus Babylonios, praclioqgue owm tis commisso 
vicit...In Babylonios ergo dominatus regem ills fiikum suum 
Asordanum constituit. By which I understand, that after the 
reign of Sargon, on the accession of Sennacherib, Babylon re- 
belled, and was reduced, three years later, by Sennacherib 
himself. In respect then of this near event, Babylon did come 
within the cycle of the Assyrian judgment, and this may be 
blended in the prophetic vision with the later catastrophe. 

6. The short oracle concerning Duma (an Arab tribe) 
vw. 1], 12, and | 

7. that against Arabia, 13-17, seem to belong to the 
same period with the foregoing. 

8. Ohap. xxii. Vision of the siege of Jerusalem: this 
belongs to the same cycle, for those who first heard it would 
think of an Aasyrian siege. The event shewed that Babylon 
was meant. In this entire cycle the interval between the 
fateful moment of Sennacherib’s approach to the siege of Je- 
rusalem, and the time of the Babylonian judgment, more than 
a century later, does not arist. It is a time of respite. 

9. Chap. xxiii. Tyre. Tyre was blockaded by Shalma- 
neser during five years, after the fall of Samaria, Menander 
ap. Joseph. Anf. ix. 2. But it was not taken, and after 
this it still flourished. The prophecy begins at the Assyrian 
invasion: then follows a long respite, till the Babylonian times. 

v. Chap. xxiv—xxvil. The desolation of Judah and Je- 
rusalem ; after the judgment, Messiah’s kingdom. 

vi. Chap. xxviii—xxxv. The same general subject; with 
particular application to the prophet’s, own times (xxx. xxxi.). 
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The latter series was evidently delivered before the ca- 
tastrophe of Samaria, for chap. xxviii. prophesies the desolation 
of the northern kingdom. Probably both the series v. and vi. 
start from the same point as iv., ¢.6. from the year of the 
death of Ahaz, and so lie before the reformation. in the first 
year of Hezekiah. 

vii. The historical chapters, xxxvi—xxxix.: the mi- 
raculous removal of the Assyrian judgment from Jerusalem. 
Hezekiah “sick unto death” is miraculously restored: ὦ sym- 
bol of the respite now granted to Jerusalem. In the conclud- 
ing chapter, Babylon is pointed to as the instrument of the 
respited judgment. 


. Pagr II. Chap. xl—end. | 

Throughout ‘this latter prophecy, separated from the 
former, as the difference of style would seem to intimate, 
perhaps by an interval of many years, the Prophet, in the 
spirit, takes his station in the times and amid the scene of 
the Exile, which in the former prophecy he had pourtrayed 
as perspectively blended with the Assyrian crisis. He ad- 
dresses, not his contemporaries, but the generation of a 
century later, the unhappy nation in its exile. Occasionally, 
however, he reverts, to the sins of his own age. 

A tradition is preserved by the Rabbins and the occle- 
siastioal writers, that Isaiah died a martyr’s death, sawn 
asunder by Manasseh. And this seems to be acknowledged 
in the Epistle to the Hebrews, xi. 37, comp. 2 Kings xxi. 16. 
However this may be, the allusions to the writer's own times, 
which are met with in the second part—the complaints of 
gross idolatry, sacrifice of children, evil rulers—which do not 
accord either with the times of the Exile, or with those of 
the pious Hezekiah, imply that these prophecies were delivered 
during the reign of Manasseh. If Isaiah began to prophesy 
about 760 s.c. and was then 20 years old, he would be 83 years 
old at the accession of Manasseh, under whom we may suppose 
him to have lived yet six or seven years. 

§ 238. Mucan prophesied in the reigns of Jotham, Ahaz, 
and Hezekiah,' and was therefore contemporary with Isaiah. 


1 That Micah prophesied in the reign of Hezekiah is noted also in Jer. xxvi. 
18, 19, which refers to Micah iii. 12. 
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He seems to have delivered the book which bears his name, 
as a summary of his prophesying: for it is not composed, as 
Isaiah's, of a series of separate discourses or visions, but forms 
a connected whole. 

Chap. i. 5—8. Speaks of the desolation of Samaria as 
yet future. It is foretold also that “it shall reach to Judah,” 
i. 9; that “the Assyrians shall come into the land,” o. 5. I 
suppose therefore, that all these prophecies were collected before 
the year of Sennacherib’s defeat: ¢.6. that the series as a 
whole, is parallel with the First Part of Isaiah.—The Babylo- 
nian judgment is predicted iv. 10, but blended with the Assy- 
rian, a8 in Isaiah. | 

§ 239. ‘The burden of Nineveh” was delivered by Nanum 
after the judgment executed by Aesyria on the Ten Tribes, 
ii. 2; yet before the defeat of Sennacherib’s host, i. 11—13. 
The subject of the prophecy is the overthrow and utter 
destruction of Nineveh. There ig reason to believe, as will 
be shown in a subsequent chapter, that the death of Sen- 
nacherib coincided with a revolution which greatly impaired 
the power of Assyria (Appendiz, On Assyrian and Chaldean 
Chronology). The final overthrow occurred in the year 606 8.0.. 
which is the epoch, in the eye of prophecy, of the Babylonian 
Empire. In ii. 6, the manner of the destruction is foretold. 
The capture of Nineveh was facilitated by an extraordinary 
flood of the river. (Diod. Sic. ii. 27. from Ctesias.) Both 
stages of the judgment on Assyria are blended in one, though 
separated by an interval of nearly a century. 

The time of Nahum lies between s.c. 721-713. If the 
date of the destruction of No-Ammon, iii. 8, were known, it 
might enable us to fix the time of the vision more exactly. 

ZepHaNiaH prophesied in the reign of Josiah i. 1, before 
the 18th year = 623 3.c. Comp. i. 4. with 2 Kings xxiii. 4. 

The prophecy of Hasaxkvk predicts the Chaldean invasion, 
i. 6, and the overthrow of Babylon, chap. ii. It lies therefore 
before 8. co. 606, but contains no special note of time. 


CHAPTER V. 


. FROM THE EXODUS TO THE DIVISION OF THE KINGDOM. 


§ 240. Tue date of the Schism, s.c. 977, lies forty yeara 
after the accession of Solomon, 1 Kings xi. 42; these forty 
years may be complete or current, or perhaps they may be 
reckoned from the anointing of Solomon, which took place 
in the last year of the life of David. Hence it is uncertain 
whether the accession of Solomon shall be dated 8,6, 1017, 
or 8.0. 1016. The same degree of uncertainty must attach to 
the accession of David, whose reign lasted 40 years and 6 
months, 2 Sam. v. 5: the year may be 1057 or 1056. As 
cending from this point, we find no intimation in the history 
of the length of Saul’s reign ; none, of the length of time during 
which Samuel and his sons judged Israel between the day of 
Mizpeh (1 Sam. vii.) and the election of Saul. Before the 
day of Mizpeh lies a term of 20 years and 7 months, beginning 
at the Captivity of Shiloh, 1 Sam. vii. 1: and before this, 
a term of 40 years, during which Eli judged Israel. 

Thus the history contained in the First Book of Samuel 
carries us 40% + 20%.7™ before the day of Mizpeh, but by 
what length of time the latter epoch preceded the accession 
of David, 8.c. 1056 or 1057, we have, so far, no means of 
ascertaining. Consider it at present an unknown quantity (7). 
In the Book of Judges, we find a sum of just 890 years, in- 
cluded between the first servitude and the end of the Phi- 
listine oppression. Beyond this, ¢.6. between the Eisode and 
the first servitude, we have another unknown quantity (2) ; 
for the length of the interval, which certainly was considerable, 
is nowhere defined. Hence the sum of the terms enumerated 
in the history, between the year of David's accession and 
the year of the Exodus is a + 607.77 + 3907+4+440% But 
S. Paul (Acts xiii.) enumerates between David and the 
Exodus, the following terms, 40+ 4860 40. Here it is 
remarkable that the middle term is equal to the sum of the 
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60” + 390” of the historical series. If the statement is meant 
in that sense, ὁ. 6. if the 450” noted by S. Paul are composed 
of the 8907 noted in the Book of Judges, and of the 60” noted 
in the First Book of Samuel, then, since the term @ is manifestly 
defined by the Apostle as 40 years, it will follow, that the term 
y is altogether omitted in his enumeration. Now I do not 
affirm that he must necessarily have meant to sketch a con- 
tinuous outline of the times of Israel from Moses to David; 
we are not competent to determine ἃ priors what a Man 
of God, speaking by the Holy Ghost, must have purposed to 
say. It is sufficient, if the words admit of, though they may 
not imperatively demand, that interpretation according to 
which the outline in question is complete and continuous. 
‘And such is the case here, He Bays : καὶ ὡς τεσσαρακον- 
ταθτῆ χρόνον ἐτροφοφόρησεν αὑτοὺς ἐν τῇ ἐρήμῳ, καὶ καθε- 
λὼν ἔθνη ὁπτὰ ἐν Ὑῇ Χαναὰν κατεκληρονόμησεν αὐτοῖς τὴν 
γῆν αὐτῶν leas € erect τετρακοσίοις καὶ πεντήκοντα, καὶ μετὰ 
ταῦτα' ἔδωκεν κριτὰς ἕως Σαμουὴλ τοῦ προφήτου. For such 
is the true reading of the passage. ‘During a period of 
40 years He carried them as ἃ nurse in the wilderness, and 
having overthrown seven nations in the land of Canaan, he made 
them to inherit their land during 450 years: and thereafter 
gave them judges until Samuel the Prophet.” The compages 
of the passage is κατεκλ. αὑτοῖς τ. γῆν αὐτών καὶ μετὰ ταῦτα 
ὅδωκαν κριτὰς ἕως Σ. τ. xpod., which is an outline of the 
history. ‘The forty years ended, He brought them imto 
and settled them in the land, and after that (settlement), gave 
them judges until Samuel the Prophet.” When to this his- 
torical, he would add a chronological outline, he might have 
appended a measure of time to each clause separately, 6.9. 
T. Ὕ. αὑτῶν ὡς ἔτεσι (...), καὶ μετὰ ταῦτα ὡς ἔτεσι (...) 
ἔδωκα κριτάς : ὁ.σ. he might have discriminated the period 
occupied in the Book of Joshua from that in the Book of 
‘Judges. Or, he might specify the whole term at once; and this 
is what he has done at the end of the former clause; where 
it reads as if he had said, κατεκληρονόμησεν αὐτοῖς THY “γῆν 
αὐτῶν (καὶ ἐκληρονόμησαν αὐτὴν) ws Erecw υν΄. The μετὰ 


1 This is the reading of A. B.C. 1δ. 18, | sostom: Griesbach recommends, Lach- 
and others; Copt. Armen. and 8. Chry- | mann adopts it. 
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ταῦτα retains the reference which it had independently of the 
chronological additament: 4¢.¢. it means “after the overthrow 
of the seven nations,”"—“ after the settlement under Joshua.” 
In precisely the same manner, the last clause is an historical 
outline with a chronological measure superadded: κακεῖθεν 
ἡτήσαντο βασιλέα Kai ἔδωκεν αὐτοῖς ὁ Θεὸς τὸν Σαοὺλ υἱὸν 
Κείς, ἄνδρα ἐκ φυλῆς Βενιαμείν, ὅτη τεσσαράκοντα" καὶ 
μεταστήσας αὐτὸν ἤγειρεν τὸν Δανεὶδ αὐτοῖς εἰς βασιλέα. 
The historical outline is complete in itself; it consists of three 
terms, 1. a time of training during 40 years in the wilder- 
ness; 2. the settlement in the promised land, followed by a 
time of judges, from the death of Joshua to Samuel; 3. the 
time from Samuel to David, during which the nation asked 
and received a king. The first term began with a note of 
chronology, Kal ws τεσσαρακονταετῆ χρόνον : the other two 
are complete without any such note of time, but the Apostle 
saw good to superadd a chronological statement in continuation 
of that with which the first term began ; and this he does, as it 
were of after-thought, by inserting the terms ὡς ἔτεσιν vy and 
ἔτη τεσσαράκοντα, each at the end of the historical term to 
which they belong. This seems to me a clear and intelligible 
view of the Apostle’s meaning and intention: and this interpre- 
tation is, to say the least, equally probable with any other, 6.9. 
with that which represents the Apostle as wholly pretermitting 
the chronological measure of the interval between the Eisode 
and the time of the judges, and as deriving his 450 years from 
the summation of the 390 years contained in the Book of 
Judges and the 60 years of 1 Samuel. Setting out then with 
this parity of probability, we have to consider two things. 
First: whether this arrangement be compatible with the de- 
tails of the history, ¢.e. whether the course of events and order 
of times contained between Joshua i. and 1 Sam. vii. can be 
adjusted without violence to a scheme of 450 years? Secondly, 
whether the results involved in this interpretation—the facts of 
cyclical parallelism noted in the Introduction, and many others 
which are yet to be described—are not more than sufficient to 
set the question at rest. Only the former question belongs to 
this place, and to this we now proceed. 

§ 241. On looking into the history for an epoch which 
may correspond with the Apostle’s ἕως Σαμουὴλ τοῦ προφήτου, 


Se - τ-----.--- - 
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one can scarcely doubt that it is to be found at that great 
crisis of the history which I have designated “the day of 
Mizpeh.” A solemn repentance of the whole nation, testified 
by a great convocation at Mizpeh, where “they drew water, 
and poured it out before the ‘Lorn, and fasted on that day, and 
said there, We have sinned against the Lorp;” their enemies 
the Philistines, gathering themselves together to overwhelm 
them on that day, as the Egyptians did at the Red Sea; 
Samuel, another Moses, crying unto the Lorp; the extraor- 
dinary sacrifice of the sucking lamb offered as a holocaust; the 
Lorp, in fulfilment of Hannah’s prophecy (ii. 10), ““ thundering 
with a great thunder on that day upon the Philistines, and dis- 
comfiting them ;” the utter defeat; and finally, Samuel taking 
a stone and setting it up between Mizpeh and Shen, and call- 
ing the name of it Eben-Ezer, saying, Hitherto hath the Lorp 
helped us :—all this indicates a momentous crisis, the like of 
which had not occurred since the passage of Israel through the 
Red Sea. Moreover it is added, that on this day Samuel be- 
gan to judge Israel: v. 6. ‘‘ And Samuel judged the children 
of Israel in Mizpeh,” v.15. ‘* And Samuel judged Israel all 
the days of his life.” 

§ 242. The history of the Judges ends with a period of 
40 years of Philistine oppression, during which Samson judged 
20 years: xiil. 1. xv. 20. But in the First Book of Samuel, we 
find the Philistines still in the height of their superiority. No 
new invasion is mentioned: the Book of Judges spoke of a dire 
overthrow which occurred at Samson’s death; the Book of 
Samuel says nothing of this, and represents them as still mas- 
ters. The Ark goes into captivity, and it is not until 20 years 
after its return that the power of the Philistines is broken. If 
these be separate periods, the Philistine servitude must. have 
lasted 60 years at least, or else there were two servitudes sepa- 
rated by an interval of, perhaps, 40 years. Of course this is 
possible. But now let us observe the numbers. Twenty years 
of Samson, Judg. xv. 20, and twenty years after the restora- 
tion of the ark and before the prostration of the Philistine host 
at Mizpeh, 1 Sam. vii. 1, just make the forty years of servi- 
tude, Judg. xiii. 1. In this view, the 40 years of Eli, as they 
end at the capture of the Ark, must have begun 20 years 
before the servitude. Also, the Ark was taken about tho time 


17 
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that Samson was im captivity: its restoration coincided, very 
nearly, with the time of Samson’s death. This explains how it 
was that Israel, for the last twenty years of the forty, was com- 
paratively unmolested. The Philistines were weakened by the 
dire overthrow “ οὗ all their lords” who perished with Sameon ; 
they had previously learned by that which befel their Dagon 
from the presence of the Ark, that ‘“‘none could stand against 
these mighty Gods.” In this period of comparative quietude 
the work of reformation began under Samuel, and when at 
length the nation was ripe for mercy by penitence and prayer, 
Ged arose to. thunder upon His enemies, and break them in 
pieces, and exalt the horn of His Anointed. 

§ 243. The connexion between Judges and Samuel is of 
this kind. The former having brought down the narrative to 
the beginning of the Philistine invasion, xii. 1, there drops the 
national history out of sight to relate the personal adventures 
of Sameon, through a term of twenty years. Here the history 
contained in this book comes to a close, for the remaining 
chapters form an appendix belonging to a much earlier period. 
Fhe Book of Samuel, in its opening chapters, goes back to the 
origines of the new order of things now about to commence. It 
begins with the birth of the “ Prophet like unto Moses,” who, 
while “ power and might,” supernaturally aided in the person 
of Samson, did what ἐξ could for Israel's deliverance, was 
growing up in silence beside the altar of Shiloh, to be the 
instrument by which “the Spirit of the Lorp of Hosts” would 
finish His salvation. 

§ 244. This adjustment of the disconnected lines of the 
history, not only does no violence to general probability, 
but explains the difficulties which otherwise belong to this 
part of the sacred narrative’. After this, the whole train of 


ΕἼ have the satisfaction to find that 
I have been partly anticipated in this 
view of the chronological connexion be- 
tween Judges and 1 Sam. Hengstenberg, 
Authentic des Pentateuchs, ii. 28, thus 
reports, with approbation, the results of 
a dissertation by Keil in the Dorpat. 
Beitr. sud. theol. Wissensoh, ii. 303 ff. 
‘The Philistine oppression lasted 40 
years: but these 40 years extend heyond 


the events noted in the Book of Judges. 
For Samson, with whose death the Book 
of Judges comes to a close, was but to 
begin to deliver Israel, xiii. 5; comp. 
1 Sam. fii. 3: he judged Israel in the 
days of the Philistines 20 years, xv. 20. 
At his death, the power of the Philistines 
is still unbroken: his exploits were ra- 
ther tokens that the God of Israel could 
deliver His people, prophetic intimations 
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events from the Exode to Samuel easily fits itself to the out- 
line given by St. Paul. For since the interval is 450 years, of 
which 390 extend from the Mesopotamian servitude to the end 
of the 40 years of the Philistine servitude, that is, to the day 
of Mizpeh, there remains a period of 60 years for the interval 
between the Eisode and the first servitude. Now since this 
interval includes the time of the settlement under Joshua, of 
which between 6 and 7 years reach to chap. xiv. (comp. 9. 7. 10. 
with Num. xiv.), and after this point “a long time,” xxiii. 1, 
till the death of Joshua at the age of 110 years, xxiv. 29, and 
further, a space of time during which all the elders who out- 
lived Joshua died off, ἐδ. 31. Ju. ii. 10, it is plain that a term 
of 60 years is not too much. But neither is it too little. For 
even if we. suppose Joshua bat 30 years old at the Exode, we 
shall have 80 years from thence to his death, and 20 more 
from his death to the first servitude. 

§ 245. Now, since the ascending reckoning has led us to 
the year p.c. 1056 or 1057 as the year of David's accession, the 
day of Mizpeh lies in one of the years 1096, 1097, and the Ex- 
odus in the year 1586 or 1587. The symmetry of the general 
scheme requires the years 1586, 1096, 1056, but independently 
of this consideration I shall presently be able to allege an his- 
torical argument which attests the same thing. We may now 
examine the details, first, of the period from Samuel to Reho- 
boam, and then, of the 490 years from the Exodus to Samuel. 


of a deliverance fo come, than them- 
selves the means of the deliverance. 


Him, 1 Sam. vii. 14. Hence, of the 40 
years of Eli's high-priesthood, the last 


In the Book of Samuel we find our- 
selves just where the Book of Judges 
left us. In c. iv. the Philistines are 
warring against Israel, whose distress is 
aggravated to the uttermost by the taking 
of the Ark into captivity. That the Phi- 
Retine oppression, to which this war be- 
longs, is the same with that in the Book 
oS Judges, admits not of a doubt. Else 
the first would be without tis end, the 
latter without iis beginning. Now the 
Philistine oppression in 1 Sam. lasted 
after that catastrophe 20 years: it termi- 
nated in the great victory which the 
Loup granted to Israel when under the 
guidance of Samuel it truly tumed to 


20 fall in the Philistine servitude.” So 
far this writer is in agreement with me: 
but when he proceeds to allot the 20 
years of Samson to the /atter half of the 
40, I must altogether dissent from him. 
He overlooks, in fact, one principal ar- 
gument for the general view, viz. the 
equation, 20 years of Samson + 20 years 
in 1 Sam, = 40 years. He was led to this 
erroneous application of the period by 
the wish to curtail the interval between 
the Exode and the 4th year of Selomon 
to the measure of 480 years, 1 Kings 
vi. 1. With the same intention, he makes 
the Ammonite snd Philistine servitudes 
couitem porary. 


1]7—2 


SECTION I. 


FROM THE DAY OF MIZPEH TO REHOBOAM. . 


246. Κακεῖθεν ἡτήσαντο βασιλέα, καὶ ἔδωκεν αὐτοῖς 
ὁ Θεὸς τὸν Σαοὺλ υἱὸν Κείς, ἄνδρα ἐκ φυλῆς Βενιαμείν, ἔτη: 
τεσσα ράκοντα, καὶ μεταστήσας αὐτὸν ἤγειρεν. τὸν. Δανεὶδ 
αὑτοῖς εἰς βασιλέα. It has been already explained that the 
chronological term is superadded to the historical sketch, to 
denote the time, not from the people’s demand of a king, but. 
from. one crisis to the next, from Samuel to David. It is as. 
though he had said, “And. from that time they began again to- 
tempt, as did their fathers, by the space of forty years: and the 
consummation of their provocation was this, that they asked 
a.king, &c.” This obviates the objection, that if; Saul reigned. 
40 years, then the day of Mizpeh must have preceded the 86-- 
eession of David by much more than that length of time, since: 
Samuel judged Israel a long time before the people began 
to demand a king, 1 Sam. vii. 15. viii. 1 ff. And certainly 
nothing in the history of Saul countenances the supposition 
of so long a reign as forty years. His third year is men- 
tioned, xiii. 1, and directly after this, his rejection and the: - 
anointing of David; from which time to the death of Saul, 
when David was 30 years old at most, 1 Sam. viii. 4, we get 
but a fraction of the term which is requisite to make out the- 
supposed period of forty years. Josephus, it is true, gives Saul. 
a reign of 40 years: he might easily mistake the meaning of 
the tradition: and certainly he has misrepresented it in one 
point, for he says that Saul reigned 18 years. during the life of. 
Samuel, and 22 after his death, An. vi. 14.9. At this rate, 
David was but 8 years old at Samuel's death; yet Samuel was 
living when David fled from Saul after his victory over Goliath. 
and his marriage with Saul’s daughter, 1 Sam. xix. 18. The 
modern Jewish chronology makes the reign seven years. All 
that can be determined from the history is as follows : 
ᾧ 247. When first Saul appears in the history he is described 
as ἃ young man, 2 Sam. ix. 2. The term which is there used, 
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"112, according to Gesenius, always means juvenis matures 
wtatis sed celebs, and such is its meaning, doubtless, in Ruth 
iii. 10. Judg. xiv. 10. Isai. Ix. 5. Besides these passages it 
1s found only here and 1 Sam. vili. 16. As the word is pro- 
perly a passive participle, equivalent to electus or selectus, and 
as the unmarried young men are generally the flower of a 
nation, the accessary notion celebs is easily explained, and 
it may not be necessary to suppose that the word is inva- 
riably used in that restricted sense. Hence this description 
of Saul does not necessarily afford a determination of the 
question: he may have been at this time single or married: 
all that can be inferred from the term is, that he was in 
the prime of life. Certainly, unless his election occurred 
within two or three years of the crisis at Mizpeh, he could 
not then be a bachelor. For his second,. or perhaps even 
fourth, son Ishbosheth (the Zshut of 1 Sam. xiv. 49. Hshbaal 
of 1 Chron. viii. 33; ix. 39.) was 40 years old at his ac- 
cession after Saul’s death: not perhaps αὐ Saul’s death, but 
5 years after it, 2 Sam. ii. 10,11. That is to say, Ishbosheth 
was born 5 years after the victory of Mizpeh: and Jonathan, 
perhaps also the other two brothers, were older than he. Hence 
if the demand for a king was made five, ten, or fifteen years 
after the day of Mizpeh, Saul might still be called a bahhur, or 
* choice man,” but a bachelor he was not, unless these two 
events came so near together as would make the notes of tima 
in 1 Sam. vii—viil. 4, inexplicable. Between these two events 
the interval can scarcely have been less than 15 or 20 years. 
If it was 20 years, at the end of that period Saul may have 
been still a young man, of not much more than 30 years, and 
yet have a son (Jonathan) almost grown up to manhood. And 
that such was the fact, is almost a necessary inference from the 
history. For, in the 3rd year of Saul’s reign, 1 Sam. xiii. 2, 
we find Jonathan already a man of war and a captain of the 
host. It is true, this third year is dated, not from Saul’s 
election but from his reappointment, xi. 14. But nothing 
in the history warrants the supposition, that the interval be- 
tween the election and the reappointment lasted more than 
a very short time, a year or two at most. 

§ 248. Hence all that can be determined from these data 
the history may be summed up thus :— 
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i. Saul’s election could not cecur earlier than ten years 
(as an extreme supposition) after the victory at Mizpeh; 
4.6. not earlier than 1086 2. ¢. 

2. As Ishbosheth was born 1091 3.c. and therefore 
Jonathan in 1092 8. α. at latest, and as Saul could not be 
leas than 15 years old at the birth of his eldest son, therefore 
Saul was born 1107 3.c. at latest. But after the age of 
50 (taking again an extreme supposition) Saul could no longer 
be called a “ara, therefore the latest possible date of Sauls 
election is 1107-50 = 1057 s.c. As this is the year before 
Saul's death, and as he unquestionably reigned four years 
at least, the extreme possible limit becomes 1060 ac. That 
is to aay, Saul’s election can by no poestbility be placed earlier 
than 1086, nor later than 1060 8, ο. 

ᾧ 249. Here the statement respecting David's age is of 
some use. David was 80 years old, either at Saul’s death, 
(1056 5. c., or seven years after, 2 Sam. v. 4, for it is doubtfol 
which is meant. At all events David was 30 in 1049 5. σ. 
at. latest, therefore 20 in 1059 at latest. But. when David 
was anointed by Samuel, and even when he encountered 
Goliath, he was yet a “)), naar, or “young man under 
20 years of age,” for that seems to be the constant meaning of 
the word. Therefore the latest possible date of the encounter 
with Goliath is 1060 5. c. And as this occurred certainly after 
the 4th year of Saul, the latest possible date of Saul’s ac- 
cession becomes 1063 3.c. In other words, Saul’s actual reign 
lasted seven yoare at least. 

Again, Samuel was born in one of the years of Eli's high- 
priesthood, that is, in one of the 40 years preceding 1117 s.c. 
the year of the Ark’s captivity, (20”.7™. before 1096 s.c.) 
He was yet a child when he was made the Lord’s messenger 
to Eli, who at that time was “very old,” 1.22. This, aad 
the general tenor of the narrative, would seem to imply that 
the message was given towards the close of Eli's life, not long 
before the captivity of the Ark. At most, Samuel may have 
been 20 years old at the time of the captivity. But he was 
“old” when he made his sons judges over Israel, viii. 1, whose 
ill government was the occasion of the demand for a king. 
If he was 20 in 1117, he was 70 in 1067. Hence this line 
of evidence leads to nearly the same result as the former. 


τὰς 
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The sacerdotal succession, Eli, (Phinehas), Ahitub, Ahiah 
=Ahimelech, Abiathar, farnishes no exact limit to our question, 
for the age of Ahitub at the death of Phinehas is not known. 
We find Ahiah, the grandson of Phinehas, high-priest in the 
third year of Saul, and this he may have been in the course 
of nature, so early as 1080, for Ahitub may have been 30, 
and have had a eon 10 years old at the death of Phinebas 
in 1117 3.c—Our deduction however, from the ages of 
Samuel and David, seems to warrant our assigning the beginning 
of Saul’s reign to one of the years between 1070 and 1063 8.0. : 
the Jewish reckoning (of seven years’ reign) is just possible, 
within the limits above determined, but not in itself improbable: 
for the anointing of David oceurred very soon after the 3rd year 
of Saul, and after this, the course of events is evidently rapid. 


| 250. 
1006 2.0. Probably at Passover (or Pentecost), the day of the de- 
Mverance at Mizpeh. Samuel begins to judge Jerael. 
1001 — Ishbosheth born: Jonathan, older. 


1086 — 1079. David born in one of these years. 

1070 -- 1063. In one of these years, Saul, previously anointed and 
elected, then rejected, is, after his victory over the 
Ammonites (xi), solemnly re-elected. The time was 
about Pentecost, xii. 17. 


Sed of Saul. ᾿ War against the Philistines, xii—xv. 

Mth ......... $ Saul sent against Amalek: is proved, and being found 
wanting, is rejected. 

asconseeeseseee David is anointed by Samuel at Bethlehem: is sent for 


to be minstrel to Saul’; xvi. 

beceeconseoeees (After David’s return home) the Philistines come out to 

before 1066-1059 war at Shochoh: David slays Goliath, xvii. ΝΣ 

5.6. ᾿ 

osseerees Serco David at Saul’s court, hated by Saul: he comes to 
Samuel: xviii, xix, finally quits the court of Saul, 
and goes to the priest Ahimelech at Nob: the same 
day to Achish at Gath, xx, xxi: thence to the cave 
at Aduliam, where he gathers a company, xxii. 1, 2*: 
pursued by Saul, who slays Ahimelech and the priests ; 
Ahisthar escapes to David: D. defeats the Philistines 
at Keilah (about harvest): flees to Ziph: thence ἴδ 


1 At v.18 he is described as ‘‘a mighty | promised to be sach. 
valiant man and a man of war :” ὁ. δ. one 8 If 1 Chron, xii. 15 belongs to this 
who had given proof of his prowess, and | conjunctare, the thme was the first month. 
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_ Engedi, xxiii: spares Saul’s life, who takes an oath 
of him and departs, xxiv. 

Samuel dies. David with Nabal, at the time of sheep- 
shearing. Saul again pursuing David is a second time 
spared by him, and departs, xxv. David flees to 
Achish at Gath (16 months before the death of Saul). 

David at Ziklag all this year. 

The Philistines make war. Saul at Endor: is defented 
on the following day, and slays himsclf. David reigns 
over Judah in Hebron, 7 years 6 months, 2 Sam. ii. 11. 

Abner makes Isbosheth, Saul’s son, king over Israel: he 
reigns two years, ἐδ. 10', then is assassinated, iv.6. ὃ 

David anointed king of all the tribes, in Hebron: takes 
Jerusalem: smites the Philistines, v: brings the ark 
from Kirjath-jearim, vi. 1 Chron. xiii. 

David's victories, viii. 


evueeavesvesgeanen 


1058, Winter. 


1057 B.c. 
1056, Spring. 


1051. 


1049, Autumn. 


951. The time of the war with Ammon, and of David's 
siti with Bathsheba, may be defined thus :—(1) Mephibosheth, 
who was 5 years old in 1056 3.c., 2 Sam. iv. 4, had “a young 
son” before the Ammonite war, 2 Sam. ix. 12; which therefore 
must lie after 1046 5.0. (2) Solomon at his accession was 
old enough to be a father, (for Rehoboam was 417 old at the 
death of Solomon, who reigned 40 years, 1 Kings xiv. 21); 
yet still so young, that he speaks of himself as “a little child,” 
1 Kings iii. 7. Perhaps he was 15 or 16 years old, surely. 
not more than 20. Hence the birth of Solomon lies not 


before 1036 8.c, (1016 + 20) and not later than 1032 (1016 


+ 16). Both indications are consistent. 

_ he time of Absalom’s rebellion must lie at least 9 years 
after the birth of Solomon. After Amnon’s sin, Absalom 
waited two years before he took vengeance, xiii. 23; three 
years after this he spent in voluntary exile, ἐδ. 38, and after 
his return, four years passed while he was stealing away the 
hearts of the people*. . Hence the time of. the rebellion lies 


6 months) and (then) Abner, &c. 
* For so we must read in 2 Sam. vii. 7, 


1 This seems the most obvious way of 
understanding the passage; it may be, 


however, that the two clauses following 
are parenthetical, and so the passage reads 
thus: “and reigned two years, (but the 
house of Judah followed David, and the 
dime that David: was king in Hebron 
over the house of Judah was 7 years 


where the Hebrew has 40: Josephus has 
preserved the true reading, four years. 
If 40 be the true reading, the number 
can only be referred to the last year: of 
the reign of David : which is perhaps just 
possible, but not at all probable. 
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after 1036-9 = 1027 5.0, ὦ. δ. in one of the last ten years 
of David's reign. 

After the rebellion, the history notes a period of about 
four] years: three years of the famine, xxi; 9 months and 
20 days of the numbering of the people, xxiv, 8. 


§ 252. 
1036— 1032 b.c. In one of these years Solomon is born. ; 
after 1027 ...... Absalom’s rebellion. 
The famine, three years. 
The numbering of the people. 


David's preparation for the Temple, 1 Chron. xxii. 
1018-7 Adonijah’s rebellion. Solomon is anointed and pro} 
claimed king. 
1016 (Autumn) David dies. 
1013, 1 Nisan. 4th year of Solomon begins. 
2 Zif.(20 Apr.) Solomon began to build “in the month Zif, which is the 
2nd month,” 2 Kings vi. 1, “in the 2nd day of the 2nd 
month, 2 Chron. iii. 2. 
1006, 1 Nisan.- 1101 year of Solomon begins. 
Tabernacles. “Αἰ the feast in the month Ethanim, which is the 7th 
(14 October. ) month,” the Temple is dedicated: the feast lasted 14 
days in all; ¢.¢. the feast of Tabernacles was followed 
by the feast of Dedication, 7 days more, 2 Kings viii. 2. 
65, 66: hence the Temple was finished, i.e. completed 
and dedicated on the Ist of the month Bul, which is 
the 8th month, vi. 38. 


ee δ.» eee ee 


SECTION 1], 


FROM THE EXODUS TO THE DEATH OF MOSES. 


§ 253. Sixcz Moses was 80 years old when he stood be- 
fore Pharaoh, and 120 at his death, in the 12th month of the 
40th year from the Exode, it follows that the communications 
with Pharaoh and the judgments in Egypt occupied but a short 
apace of time: a few weeks at most. 


The river turned into blood, vii. 17. 
After seven days, v. 25, Plague of frogs, viii. 1. 
Respite, v.15. Plague of lice, 16. 
Plague of flies, 21. 
Murrain on the cattle, ix. 3. 
Boil on man and beast, συ. 8. 
: “the barley was pow in the ear, and the flax was 
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Darkness, three days, 22. 

Smiting of the first-born, (night of 14-15 Nisan). Each plague 
seems to have ensued on the morrow after it was threatened ; and 
the threat was made as soon as it was apparent that Pharaoh 
would not let the people go. 


P § 


§ 254. By calculation, the 14th Nisan in 5. c. 1586 was 
Friday 10 April. That night, Israel went out of Egypt. 
From Rameses to Succoth, thence to Etham, thence to Pihahi- 


roth, where they crossed through the Red Sea’, then 3 days 


1 The LXX, Gen. xlvi. 28, identify 
Rameses or Raamses with Heroopolis, 
the situation of which place (since the 
French expedition in Egypt) is well 
known (Hengstenberg, die Biicher Mose’s 
und Aegypien, p. 50 ff.): é.e. about 45 
Roman miles N.W. of Suez. The situa- 
tion of Etham must be sought at the 
head of the gulph: this is evident (a- 


gainst Sicard and v. Raumer, Zug der~ 


Israeliten, Ὁ. 12) from its description, 
Ex. xiii, 20. Numb. xxxiii. 6, “ which 


is at the edge of the wilderness.” Its 
name also, according to Jablonaky, means 
terminus maris. Besides, the wilder- 
ness into which the Israelites entered 
on crossing the sea is called the wil- 
derness of Etham, Numb. xxxiii. 8.— 
Arrived then at the head of the gulph, at 
the close of the second day’s march, they 
had but to turn southward on the east side 
of the sea, and they were safe. But here 
they received command to do what must 
have seemed the extreme of infatuation— 
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journey im the wilderncas to Marah, thence to Elim where they 
encamped, and, it would seem, rested from their wandering. 
If each of the stages before the arrival at Pihabiroth occupied 
a day, the passage of the Red Sea should be assigned to the 
morning of Tuesday 14 April: the arrival at Marah to tho 
evening of Thursday 16 April, and at Elim to Friday evening 
17th April. . 

ᾧ 255. They reach their station in the wilderness of Sin 
on the 15th of the 2nd month, which (in the Hebrew reckoning) 
began on the evening of Saturday 9th May. Here manna is 
given six days successively (xvi. 5.) until the morning of the 
seventh day from their arrival, the Sabbath, and the first 
Sabbath on record. With this agrees our calculation: manna 
fell on the morning of Sunday 10 May, and every morning till 
Saturday 16 May. 

§ 256. The next date on record is that of the arrival at 
the wilderness of Sinai, ‘in the 3rd month, the same day,” i. «. 
the new-moon of the month, Tuesday 26th May. Within 
& few days (on the 3rd day after Moses was called up into the 
mount, xix. 16,) the law was delivered. Now the Jews have 
always assumed the day of the delivery of the law to have been 
the first Pentecost, t.¢. the 6th day of the 3rd month. This 
would be Sunday the 818, of May. 

After this ensues the period of 40 days daring which Moses 
was in the mount: at the end of which he descends and 
breaks the tables of stone which were in his hands. The 
date is the 17th of the 4th month = Friday 10th July, or, 
possible, Saturday 11 July. (‘‘ Aaron made proclamation aad 
said, to-morrow is a feast unto the Lorp,” xxxii. 5.)—The 


to turn southward on the west side of 
the gulph. This was expresaly designed 


the sea and the troops which would march 
down from Migdol.—The place of the 
passage is not to be sought at any point of 


Pharaoh after 


as “between Migdol and the sea” which 
is intended, as Hengstenberg remarks, 
net as a geographical definition, for Mig. 
del = Magdolum is but 19 miles from 
Pelusium, but to call attention ta the 
danger which they incurred by this seem- 
ingly foolish movement. Migdo! was the 
freatier town, and doubtless strongly gar- 
risoned. Thus they were shut in between 


the existing gulph, but higher up, in the 
ancient bed of the Red Sea; which, at 
no very remote period, extended 90,000 
paces with an average breadth of 16,060 
— 22,000 paces, northward, nearly to the 
ruins of the Serapeum: Ritter, Erdkunde, 
2, 292 fF. At the head of this ancient 
gulph was Etham; Pi-hahiroth some- 
where on its Egyptian side. 
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second period of 40 days would therefore expire 19 or 20 
August. 

257. The next date is that of the setting up of the 
Tabernacle, on the Ist day of the new year: Exod. xl. 1: 
Tuesday 16 March 1585. The consecration of Aaron and 
his sons lasted seven days after the descent of the Glory of 
the Lord, Exod. xl. 34. Lev. viii. 33. ix. 1. - After this, 
Nadab and Abihu offering “‘ strange fire” were slain, before the 
Passover ; comp. Lev. x. 4. Num. ix. 6, and Mr. Blunt’s 
Voracity of the Five Books of Moses, p. 113 ff. 

§ 258. Same year, 2nd month Ist day = Wednesday 14 
‘April, the numbering of the people, Num. i. 1: 14th day, 
the deutero-pascha appointed, ix. 1: 20th day, «‘ the Cloud was 
taken up, and the children of Israel took their journey out of 
the wilderness of Sinai,” Num. x. 11: this would be Monday 
9 May, or perhaps Sunday 2 May. The Cloud was not 
again taken up until the arrival in the wilderness of Paran, x. 
12. 2.6. in Kadesh, xiii. 26, which was ‘eleven days’ journey 
from Horeb by the way of mount Seir,” Deut. i. 2. But there 
was a delay of some few days at Kibroth, xi. 32, and of seven 
days in Hazeroth, xii. 15: so that, with the allowance for 
Sabbaths, the arrival at Kadesh cannot be placed much earlier 
than the end of May. After this we have the 40 days of the 
spies, xiii. 25, which will terminate towards the beginning of 
the 5th month (‘it was the time of the first ripe grapes,” xiii. 
20). The Jewish tradition therefore cannot be far wrong in 
placing the anniversary of the sentence of wandering at the 
10th of the 5th month. | 

§ 259. After this, with the exception of the history of 
Korah’s rebellion, the history presents a blank for nearly 38 
years. That Korah’s sedition occurred toward the close of 
this term seems to be implied in Num. xx. 3, where the death 
of the rebels “before the Lord” is alluded to as something of 
recent occurrence. In the first month of the 40th year (16 
March-14 April, 5.0. 1547) the host, after a long circuit, re- 
turns to the wilderness of Zin and encamps in Kadesh, Num. 
xx. 1. Aaron dies on the Ist day of the 5th month, xxxii. 
38 ; xx. 28, 29, and the whole month was spent in mourning for 
him: the arrival.in the valley of Zered (east of the Dead Sea) 
xxl. 12, took place 38 years after the departure from Kadesh, 
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Deut. ii. 14: perhaps in the 7th or 8th month.—On the Ist. 
of the 11th month, Moses begins the Deuteronomy: 1.3. At 
the end of this month, or the beginning of the 12th, he dies, 
and is mourned 30 days, xxxiv. 8. : 

§ 260. - Here it may not be. amiss to. clear up the diffi- 
culties. with respect. to the route of the Israelites described in. 
the summary Num. xxxiii, and in Deuteronomy, compared. with 
the direct history in Exodus and Numbers. For this arrange- 
ment I am indebted to Hengstenberg, Authentie.des Pentateuchs,, 
li. 427. ff. 

Deut. x. 6, 7. “‘And the children of Israel took their journey 
from. Beeroth (wells) of the children (B’ney) of Jaakan to 
Mosera: there Aaron died, and there he was buried; and. 
Eleazar his son ministered in the priest’s office in: his. stead - 
and thence they journeyed unto Gudgodah, and from Gudgodah. 
to Jotbath, a land of rivers of waters'.” 

Num. xx. 22. “ And the children of Israel journcyed from 
Kadesh and came unto mount Hor. And the Lord spake unto 
Moses and Aaron in mount Hor, by the coast of the land of 
Edom, saying: Aaron shall be gathered unto his people &c.... 
And they went up into mount Hor, and Aaron died there in 
the top of the mount.” 

Num. xxxili. 30. “And they departed from Hashmonah 
and encamped at Moseroth ;...from Moseroth...in B’ney-Jaakan ; 
.-.from B. J. at Hor-Hagidgad [Gudgodah];...from H. H....in. 
Jotbathah ;...from J. at Ebronah ;...from Eb....at Hzton-gaber ;. 
.--from Ez.,,,in the wilderness of Zin which is Kadesh ;...from 
Kadesh...in mount Hor on the edge of the land of Edom. And 
Aaron the priest went up into mount Hor, and died there.” 

Now first, whereas in Deut. Aaron is said to have died in 
Mosera, in Numbers on mount Hor, these accounts are reconciled 
by supposing that Mosera was the namo of a particular station 
in the vicinity of mount. Hor. And the supposition is strength- 


1 These two verses are interposed in | following verses, “at that time the Lord 
the midst of a history of the giving of | separated the tribe of. Levi, &c.” Moses 
the Law at Sinai, only by way of shew- | returns to his subject after the parenthe- 
ing how, where, and when the sentence | sis. ‘That time” = the time of Aaron’s 
pronounced against Aaron on occasion of | trespass, or, when Moses laid up the Ta- 
his trespass in the matter of the golden | bles in the ark, o. 5. 
calf, 39 years before, was fulfilled. In the 
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ened by the fact, that Jaakan or Akan, Gen. xxxvi. 27. 1 Chr. 
i. 42, was ἃ descendant of Seir the Horite: the territory named 
after his children (B’ney-Jaekan) may naturally, therefore, be 
sought in the vicinity of Mount Hor. 

' But secondly, all these accounts will be completely recon- 
ciled by supposing that the place which after and in consequence 
of the judgment in the matter of the spies was called Kadesh, 
because there the Lord sanctified Himself upon the children of 
Israel, lay in the territory of the B’ney-Jaakan, ἴῃ the wilder- 
ness of Zin or Paran. 

Now to this place the Israelites twice journeyed: the first 
time from Sinai in the second year: the second time, after 
nearly 38 years, m the Ist month of the 40th year. The list 
of stations in Num. xxxii. is so framed as to name no station 
ὦ second time, The first arrival at Kadesh 1s intended atc. 31. 
‘“‘they departed from Moseroth and pitched in Bney-Jaakan.” 
Then was the sentence of wandering; and at ἡ .32 begins the route 
towards the Red Sea: 9. 32—-36 contam the whole of the in- 
formation respecting the journeys of these 37 or 38 years. At 
φ. 86 begins the route on the return northwards from the Red 
Sea to Kadesh in the wilderness of Zin = B’ney-Jaakan, at the 
end of the 39th year: but none of the stations, of which from 
Ezion-Gaber to Kadesh there must have been a good many, are 
mentioned: because, namely, the route had been previously 
related v. 82—35, and 30, 31. In like manner, between 
Kadesh and Punon only two stations are recounted in this 
list, though there must have been many more, for Punon, 
being on the south-east of the Dead Sea, was distant from 
Kadesh, on this route of the Israelites, by twice the distance 
from Kadesh to Ezion-gaber: the intermediate stations are 
omitted, chiefly because they had been recited before. It 
is only to be further remarked, that in the short narrative, 
Deut. x., Moses speaks of the route from Kadesh to Exon-gaber 
en the 40th year: in Num. xxxiii. 30, 31, of the route from 
διαὶ to Kadesh, and 32—35, from Kadesh to Ezion-gaber, both 
in the 2nd year. 
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1. βοκίο from Egypt to Sinai. 


Mombers xxxiii. Exodus. 

Rameses. ... XH. 87. 

Saccoth. ἐδ. 

Etham. xii, 20. 

Pi-Hahiroth. . xiv. 2. 

Three days in the wilderness of Three days in the wildernces of Sur, 
Etham. xv. 22. 7 

Marah. ab. 8. 

Elim. ἐδ. 9. 

Red Sea. . 

Wilderness of Sin. xvi. 1. (2nd month, 15th day). 

Dophka. 

Alush. 

Rephidim. xvii. 1. 

Sinai. . xix. 1. (3rd month). . 


2. Route from Sinat to B'ney-Jaakan (Kadesh). 


Numbers xxxiii. Numbers x. ff. Deut. 
Departure from Sinai, 2nd year, 2nd 
month, 20th day, Numb. x. 11. 
Kibroth Hattaavah. Numb.x.12. xi. 3.34. Deut. ix. 22. 
Hazeroth. Numb. xi. 35. 


Rithma, Rimon Parez, Libna, Rissa, Into the wilderness of Paran, in which 
Kehelatha, Mount Sapher, Hara- is Kadesh, Numb. xiii. 1. 27. On 
dah, Makheloth, Tahath, Tarah, the way to Mount Scir, to Kadesh 
Mithcah, Hashmonah, Moseroth, Barnea, Deut. i. 2. 19. 

B’ney-Jaakan (afterwards, Kadesh). 


3. Route from Kadesh after the sentence of wandering. 


Numbers xxxiii. 

B’ney-Jaakan (2nd year, Autumn). 

Hor Hagidgad (Gudgodah ). 

Jotbathah. 

Ebronah. 

Ezion-gaber (on the sinus Elanit- 
icus). And thence back again by 
many stations not enumerated be- 
cause already mentioned on Route 
2. 

Bney-Jaakan. (40th year, 1st month). 
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4. Route from K adesh to the Jordan, 40th year. 


Numbers xxxiii. 


(Northward from: Βείσα mabe, on 
east of Edom). 
Zalmonah, Punon. 


(both. 


Jje-Aharim. ᾿ 
Dibon-Gad, Almon-Diblathaim, 
Mountains of Abarim. 


Plains of Moab. . 


B’ney-Jaakan = Kadesh. 

Mosera, by Mount Hor. Aaron dies. 

Gudgodah. 

Jotbath...Deut. x : 

Southward to Ezion-gaber, Numb. 
xiv. 25. 


Numb. xxi. 10. 
ib. 

Valley of Zered, xxi. 12: cross Ar- 
non, ἐδ. Beer, Mattanah, Nahaliel, 
Bamoth, Pisgah, Numb. xxi. 

Plains of Moab. 


SECTION IIL 


TIMES OF JOSHUA AND THE JUDGES. 


ᾧ 261. Iv was on the 10th day of the first month that 
Israel passed through Jordan, Joshua iv. 19. The day was 
18 or 14 April, 1546, precisely 40 tropical years from the day 
of the passage through the Red Sea. After the circumcision 
of the congregation, the Passover (which had not been kept 
since the 2nd year, 1585), was celebrated in its season, Sunday, 
18 April; .and on the following day, on which the first-fruite of 
harvest were dedicated, the manna ceased, and Israel ate of the 
old and new fruits of the land, ὁ. 11. 

Immediately after the Passover, the siege of Jericho would 
begin: it was finished in seven days, chap. vi. The war with 
Ai would occupy but a few days, vil. vii. The convocation on 
Mount Ebal, in which Joshua read the whole law “ before all 
the congregation of Israel, with the women, and the little ones, 
and the strangers that were conversant among them,” viii. 
30—35, would probably take place at the Pentecost. 

§ 262. After this, the war of occupation begins: its his- 
tory extends from chap. ix. to xi. ‘All the kings” of Palestine 
“ὁ gathered themselves together with one accord.” Gibeon, how- 
éver, by craft obtained a league. Then, five kings of the south 
form a confederacy against Gibeon, and are miraculously de- 
feated, x. 1—14, taken and killed, #. 16—27, and the host 
passes on victoriously from city to city of the south ; Makkedah, 
Libnah, Lachish, Eglon, Hebron, Debir—all share the same 
fate; of each it is said, “Joshua, and all Israel with him, fought 
against it, and took it, and the king thereof, and all the cities 
thereof; and they smote them with the edge of the sword, and 
utterly destroyed all the souls that were.therein; he left none 
remaining.” In these expeditions the Israelites became masters 
of the whole of the south. ‘So Joshua smote all the country 
of the hills, and of the south, and of the vale, and of the springs, 
and all their kings; he left none remaining, but utterly de- 
stroyed all that breathed, as the Lord God of Israel. commanded. 
And Joshua smote them from Kadesh-barnes even unto Gaza, 

18 


974 FROM THE SCHISM TO THE Exopus. [0Η.Υ͂. 8. iii. 


and all the country of Goshen even unto Gibeon.” No great 
length of time was occupied in this series of conquests, for it 
is added: ‘‘ And all these kings and their land did Joshua take 
at one time, because the Lorp God of Israel fought for Israel. 
And Joshua returned and all Israel with him, unto the camp to 
Gilgal.” Comp. v. 15. There can be little doubt, then, that all 
this belongs to the first year, 1546 3. c. 

§ 268. To the following year we must refer the northern 
expedition, xi. 1—14. The confederated kings of the north 
raised a vast army at the lake Merom, and were there de- 
livered into the hand of Joshua. Then he went from city 
to city, and “‘all the cities of these kings he went and smote 
with the edge of the sword, and utterly destroyed them.” 

In these two ware the subjugation of the land was com- 
pleted. ‘So Joshua took all that land, the hills and the 
south country, and all the land of Goshen [all this, in the 
former expedition, x. 41, and now in this war he took] the 
valley and the plain and the highlands of Israel and the 
valley of the same: [#0 that the conquests now extended] 
even from the Mount Halak that gocth to Seir, even unte 
Baalgad in the valley of Lebanon, under Mount Hermon: and 
all their kings he took, and smote them and slew them.” But 
these northern conquests were not so soon completed as those 
of the south; for, it is added, “ A long time did Joshua make 
war upon all these kings, 39 OD, v. 18. This war bemg 
brought to an end, it yet remained to dispossess the gigantic 
highlanders, the Anakim, of their strong-holds in the moun- 
tains: against theee, therefore, the war is now directed. 
‘© At that time came Joshua, and cut off the Anskims from 
the mountains, from Hebron, Debir, Anab, and all the meun- 
tains of Israel: Joshua destroyed them utterly with their 
eities: there was none of the Anakims left in the land of 
the children of Israel: only in Gaza, in Gath, and in Ashdod, 
there remained.” And thus was the conquest of the land 
completed in five expeditions:—1I1. Jericho; 3. Ai; 3. The 
kings of the south; 4. Those of the north; 5. The Anskim im 
the southern and northern highlands. “So Joshus teok the 
whole land, and Joshua gave it for an inheritance unto Jaraadl 
according to their divisions by their tribes; and the land 
Tested from wae.” Se ended the wars of Joshua, 


er ee ὁὁτ 


ᾧ 263, 264.] ΤΙΜΕΒ OF JOSHUA AND THE ELDERS. 275 


§ 264. Now the time of the expedition against the Ans 
kim is limited by an incidental notice which occurs after- 
wards. In the history of the partition of lands, which begins 
at xiv. 1, when the lot of Judah is about to be described 
(xv. 1—12), it is premised that a certam portion was assigned 
to the house of Caleb. “ Then the children of Judah came 
unto Joshua in Gilgal; and Caleb, the son of Jephunneh the 
Kenezite, said unto him, Thou knowest the thing that the 
Lorp said unto Moses, the man of God, concerning me and 
thee in Kadesh-barnea. Forty years old was I when Moses 
the servant of the Lorp sent me from Kadesh-barnea to espy 
out the land; and I brought him word again as it was in 
mine heart. ..... And now, behold, the Lord hath kept 
me alive, as ke satd, these forty and five years, oven since the 
Lord spake this word unto Moses, while Israel wandered in the 
avilderness : and now, lo, I am thes day fourscore and five years 
old. Now therefore give me this mountain, whereof the Logp 
spake in that day; for thou heardest in that day how the 
Anakims were there, and that the cities were great and fenced; 
if so be the Lorn will be with me, then I shall be able to 
drive them out, as the Lorp said. And Joshua blessed 
him, and gave unto Caleb the son of Jephunneh Hebron for 
an inheritance... .......0.:+0c0ccc ee ,- And the 
land had rest from war.” The time of this incident is the 
47th year from the Exode, 1540 5.0. And it must have 
preceded xi. 21, for there the Anakim are utterly exterminated 
from the land, from Hebron and Debir by name. Here Caleb 
speaks of them as being still m those parts; and in xv. 13 we 
have the story how “ he drove out from Hebron the three sons 
of Anak, Sheshai and Ahiman and Talmai, the children of 
Anak, and he went up thence to the inhabitants of Debir.” 
Hence it seems, that at the time when the northern con 
queste were completed, chop. xi, and now the war was to be 
turned against the Anakim, Caleb and the house of Judah 
undertook the expulsion of these giants from the southern 
highlands, while Joshua expelled them from the highlands of 
Terael, xi. 21. Here then is no ineonsistency. Nor is there 
any contradiction between x. 36—-39, where Hebron and Debir 
were described as taken and utterly destroyed, and this history 
of Caleb's expeditions, xv. 13 ff On the contrary, the very 
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wording of this history marks the consistency of both narra- 
tives. -“‘Caleb drove thence the sons of Anak, and he went 
up thence tothe inhabitants of Debir:” and in the parallel 
place of Judges i. 9; ‘The children of Israel went down to 
fight against the Canaanites which dwelt in the mountains ...,. 
and Judah went against the Canaanites that dwelt in Hebron 
- . . and from thence he went against the inhabitants of Delir.” 
‘Both cities were taken and destroyed in the first year, that 
is, six years previously to Caleb’s ‘expedition; during which 
anterval, while Israel was engaged in the northern wars, 
the remains of the three Anakite tribes, Sheshai, Ahiman 
and Talmai, had fortified themselves in their old localities. 
‘What is said at -x. 40, “he left none remaining, .but utterly 
destroyed all that breathed,” must not be urged literally: .it 
describes the spirit .of stern obedience which characterized 
the wars of Joshua; he made no compromise with the ac- 
cursed, so that if any escaped, it was through no = slacknegs 
or defect of obedience on his part: herein he set an example 
to the tribes, which, when they entered upon their inheritances, 
they did not follow. : 

§ 265. The war for the extermination of the Anakim, οὗ 
which Caleb’s expedition forms part, began 8. ο. 1540, the 47th 
year of the Exode. How long it lasted. is not mentioned; 
but, this ended, “the land rested from war,” xi. 23, and xiv. 
15, and it only remained that the tribes should receive their 
several inheritances and take possession of them. And “ now 
Joshua was old and stricken in years,” xiii. 11. At the time.of 
the delivery of the Law, ‘Exodus xxxii. 11, he is called “3, 
naar, which Εἰ, V. renders “a young man” wrongly; for, like 
παῖς» it there means servant; Gesen,.s.v. If we suppose him 
of the same age as Caleb, he would now be past the age of .85, 
which Caleb‘himself describes as a time of life so advanced that 
his own unimpaired vigour at. that age. was very remarkable. 
Therefore, thbugh. Joshua lived to the age of 110, there is no 
need to supose a considerable interval between the time of xi. 
21, xiv. 13, and that.of xiii. 1; which, in fact, is in no respect 
likely, for the war upon the Anakim could not occupy many 
years; and that being ended, :the partition of lands and dis- 
missal of the transjordanic tribes would no longer be delayed. 
Hence I refer the partition to the year 1539 s.c. ᾿ Its history 
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is given in chap. xiii—xix. in such manner as to serve as a last- 
ing document of the possessions of the tribes. Hence, although 
the 2} transjordanic tribes had received their inheritance from 
Moses himself, the record is repeated and amplified on this 
occasion, chap. xiii. Joshua is commanded to “ divide the land 
for an inheritance to the nine tribes and the half tribe: of 
Manasseh,” xiii. 7. Accordingly, ‘“‘ Eleazar the priest, and 
Joshua, son of Nun, and the heads of the fathers of the tribes 
of the children of Israel,” distributed it by lot, xiv. 1, and 
xix, 51. And first we have the account of the. inheritance 
of Judah, then of the house of Joseph, that is, the tribe of 
Ephraim and the other half of Manasseh. After this, it is 
related, ‘“ And the whole congregation of the children of Israel 
assembled together at Shiloh, and set up the tabernacle of the 
congregation: there. And the land was subdued before them. 
‘And there remained among the children of Israel seven tribes, 
which had not yet received their inheritance. And Joshua said 
unto the children of Israel, How long are ye slack to go to 
possess the land’ Then it is surveyed and mapped out in 
seven portions, which are given by lot. It sppears, then, that 
the convocation at Shiloh, held immediately after the conquest 
of the land, lies after the settlement of the tribes of Judah and 
Joseph. Indeed, we have seen that Judah, at least, took 
possession before the time of xiii. 1, 7, xiv. 1; and that Joseph 
entered upon possession at the same. time, may be inferred 
from the circumstance that this tribe, together with Judah, 18 
distinguished from the other tribes. Hence, xiv. 1 and xix. 5} 
will relate to one and the same convocation at Shiloh, in which 
Eleazar and Joshua and the princes first defined the borders of 
the territory which was already occupied by the houses of 
Judah and Joseph, and then allotted the unoccupied land to 
the other seven tribes.. 

§ 266. The partition of lands being completed, and the 
cities of refuge and cities of the Levites being separated, 
XX. XXi,, Joshua dismissed the 2} tribes to their settlements 
beyond Jordan, xxii. 1—9. As there is no reason why they 
should be detained from their homes when the. war of occu- 
pation was at an end, it seems to follow, from this circumstance 
also, that the convocation at Shiloh took place immediately on 
the conclusion of the war, ὁ. 6. that xi. 23 and xviii. 1 are imme- 
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diately continuous in the order of time; which indeed is inti- 
mated in the latter passage, in the words, “And the land was 
subdued before them.” Thus the time of xiii—xxii. lies in the 
year 1539 3.c., and the tribes were settled in the Promised 
Land at the end of seven years from the Eisode. Then ensues 
ἃ long interval, more than 20 years, for Joshua could not be 
more than 80 at the Eisode; and here we are arrived at the 
time of his death, at the age of 110 yeara, xxiv. 29. With 
this agrees the statement in xxiii. 1. ‘“ Now it came to pass 
α long time after that the Lord had given rest unto Israel from 
all their enemies round about, &c.” It should be remarked 
that though chap. xxiii. and xxiv. belong to the same period, 
perhaps the last year of Joshua's life, the place of assembly 
is not the same. The convocation of chap. xxiii. was probably 
held in Shiloh, at the Tabernacle; whereas, that of chap. xxiv. 
is expressly said to have been assembled in Shechem. It has 
been inferred from v. 1, “they presented themselves before 
God,” and v. 26, “the sanctuary of the Lorp,” that the Taber- 
nacle must have been transferred from Shiloh to Shechem. 
(The LXX. felt the diffculty, and evaded it by substituting 
Σηλώ for Shechem). But the expression, “to present oneself be- 
fore God, does not necessarily relate to a visible sanctuary, but 
denotes only the religious character of the action spoken οὖ: 
Hengstenberg, Pentat. 2. 43. And the wpb was in fact no 
other than the space around that famous oak in Shechem, 
Gen. xii. 6, 7; xxxv. 4. The spot was chosen by Joshua, with 
a particular reference to the act of Jacob described in the latter 
passage. As “Jacob said to all his household, Put away 
from you the strange gods which are in the midst of you, and 
cleanse yourselves and change your clothes: and they gave unte 
Jacob all the strange gods, and Jacob buried them under the 
oak which is in Shechem;” so Joshua said, “ Now, therefore, pat 
away the strange gods which are among yon . . . 80 Joshua 
made a covenant with the people that day ... and Joshus 
took a great stone and set it up there under the oak which was 
by the sanctuary of the Lord.”—(Hengstenberg, #5. 14 ff). 

ᾧ 267. Although the book of Judges opens with the 
werds, “after the death of Joshua,” it is certain that most 
of the contents of the first chapter belong to the period con- 
tained in the book of Joshua. ‘For we have ascertained that 
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Caleb's expedition belongs to the seventh year of ‘the Eisode, 
1540 3.c.; and this is here placed (νυ. 10—15. 20) after the 
consultation, v. 1, which was followed by the victory in Bezek, 
and this by the capture of Jerusalem (for there is no reason 
why 321759 should be rendered as in Εἰ. V. “ they Aad fought”), 
“and afterwards the children of Judah went down to fight 
against the Canaanites that dwelt in the highlands,” &c. 
especially against the Anakim in Hebron. All this being ob- 
Viously continuous, the whole series belongs to the time above 
mentioned. Hence, the opening words yw nid “ns “™ 
** And it was after the death of Joshua,” must be understood as 
belonging to the ensuing history as a whole ; as an intimation 
that the history about to be delivered lies after the time of 
Joshua's death. Now the object of the history is, to shew how 
Israel again and again apostatized, was chastised, repented, 
and was restored. It is premised that these apostasies sprung 
all from one source,—the Canaanites and their idolatries were 
not exterminated, as the Lorp had commanded by Moses. 
The book of Joshua contained, as we have seen, the history 
of Joshua's wars, but it gave very little information concerning 
the attual occupation of the land by the several tribes. Ac- 
cordingly, the writer of the Book of Judges, before he enters 
upon the direct subject of his history, supplies this information, 
for the purpose of shewing how among the several tribes there 
still remained some of the original inhabitants of the land; 
on which account the whole nation was awfully rebuked and 
threatened by the Angel of the Lorpv. This is the subject 
of chap. i. and ii. 1—5, which form the Introduction to the 
history. At ii. 6, the narrator takes up the thread of the 
story where it was dropped at Joshua xxiv. 28-31. And 
first he gives in ii. 6—iii. 6, a general outline of the period 
which is about to be related in detail. 

Having explained the relation in which the one history 
stands to the other, we may now arrange the chronology in 
a tabular form. 


§ 268. 


5.0. 1546. 10 Nisan, 13-14 April, passage of the Jordan: circumcision at 
Gilgal, passover 14 Nisan, 17-18 Apr. siege of Jericho, 7 days: 
war with Ai: convocation on Mount Ebal, perhaps at Pen- 


1539. 


cir. 1516. 


1478. 


1 Othniel was a warrior in 1540, and 
was therefore now an old man. It is not 
necessary, however, nor indeed right, to 
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tecost. Peace with Gibeon: confederacy of the five kings of 
the south; their defeat: after which, in one campaign, Mak- 
kedah, Libnah, Lachish, Eglon, Hebron, Debir, are taken and 
destroyed: thus the south is conquered. 

Jabin of Hazor and the other kings of the north are defeated 
in a battle at Merom. The north is conquered. This war 
lasted a long time. 

In 1540, after the return to Gilgal, the separate ware begin, 
viz. those in which the tribes were to take possession and 
exterminate the remainder of the Canaanites, especially the 
Anakim. “They consulted the Lorn, saying, Who shall go 
up for us first against the Canaanites, to fight against them? 
And the Lorp said, Judah shall go up first.” Judg. i.1,2. Caleb 
claims Hebron, Josh. xiv. 13. The battle in Bezek, Judg. i. 4-7. 
Jerusalem is taken and burnt, v.8: thence the army, com- 
manded by Caleb, goes to the highlands; Hebron and Debir 
are taken, ἐδ. 9 ff. Josh. xv. 14 ff.—Meanwhile Joshua is ex- 
terminating the Anakim and other Canaanites from the high- 
lands of Israel, Josh. xi. 23 ff.—Thus the subjugation of the 
land is complete, with the’ exception of the parts noted xiii: 
2-6. 

The convocation at Shiloh; the Tabernacle erected: the land 
divided among the seven tribes, the boundaries of Judah and 
Joseph having been first defined, xviii. xix. The cities of 
refuge and of the Levites are assigned : the transjordanic tribes 
dismissed, xx——xxii. 

Joshua, 110 years old, holds a convocation of the whole nation 
fat Shiloh, xxiii.] in which he delivers his parting charge: 
the convocation assembles again at Shechem, and renews the 
covenant. Joshua dies. 

The Angel of the Lorp rebukes the people at Bochim, Judg. ii. 
1-5. 

The people served the Lorn all the days of the elders who out- 
lived Joshua, who had seen all the great works of the Lorp 
that He did for Israel, ii.7. ‘All that generation died, and 
there arose another generation after them, which knew not 
the Lorn, nor yet the works which He had done for Israel,” 
ἐδ. 10. ‘‘ The children of Israel did evil,” &c. iii. 7. 


. THe First seRvitupE; Chushan Rishathaim of Mesopotamia, 


8 years, ib. 8. 
THE FinsT JuDGE; Othniel s. of Kenaz, v. 9. The land had 
rest 40 years’, v. 11. 


40 years, for between the death of the 
judge and the next servitude, a period 
of provocation intervened, ii. 19. 


suppose that he lived to the end of the 
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1438, ΤῊΣ ΒΈΟΟΝ seRvITUDE; Eglon of Moab, 18 years, v. 14." 

1420. THe sEconp supcE; Ehud, v. 16. Rest, 80 years: during 
which time, after the death of Ehud, rHE THIRD JUDGE was 

_ _Shamgar. . 

1340. THE Tap sERvITUDE, Jabin of Canaan, 20 years, iv. 3.- 

1820. Te rourntH super, Barak, 40 years, v. 21. 

1980. Tue ΒΟΌΒΤΗ sERvitupE, the Midianites, 7 years, vi. 1." 

1273. Tue rirra’ super, Gideon, 40 years, viii. 28. 

1238. Abimelech reigns 3 years, ix. 22. 

1230. THe ΒΊΧΤΗ super, Tola, 23 years, x. 1. 

1207. ΤῊΣ sEventH super, Jair, 22 years, v. 3. 

1185. ΤῊΣ rier servirupe, Philistines and Ammonites, 18y. v. 7. _ 

1167*. Tue xicHTH supex, Jephthah, 6 years, xii. 7. | 

1161. Tue nintu super, Ibzan, 7 years, v. ὃ. 

1157. Eli, high-priest, 40 years.] 

1154, Tse TENTH supDGE, Elon, 10 years, v. 11. 

1144. Tue ELevents super, Abdon, 8 years, o. 14. 

1186. THe sixTH seRvitune, Philistines, 40 years, xiii. 1. 

Tue TWELFTH sUDGE, Samson, 20 years, xv. 20. The birth of 
Samson was announced during a time of Philistine oppression, 
xiii. 5, that is, while the Philistines were oppressing the south 
and west, and the Ammonites the east, x.7. At the begin- 
bing of the sixth servitude he might be between 20 and 30 
years old. — 

1117. Autumn. The ark is taken, Eli dies. Somewhat earlier, Sam- 
son is taken: the ark is in captivity 7 months, restored in the 
days of wheat-harvest, 1 Sam. vi. 1, 18 (hence the time of 
capture is defined). The return of the ark must have pre- 
ceded Samson’s death and the great overthrow of the lords of 
the Philistines. Perhaps the great sacrifice to Dagon, in 
Gaza, besides its connexion with the rejoicing on account of 
the capture of Samson, Judg. xvi. 23, may have been intended 
as a celebration of the deliverance from the plagues, 1 Sam. 


Υ, Vi. 


§ 269. Samuel was an old man at the time of Saul’s election, 
1 Sam. viii. 1, and died during the persecution of David, about 
1060 Β.ο. If we suppose him 40 years old at the day of Mizpeh, 
he was 76 in 1060, and was born at the beginning of the 
Philistine servitude. Certain it is that he was born after, and 
not soon after, the commencement of the 40 years of Eli's high- 
priesthood. 


* The statement in xi. 26, “While | time?” contains merely a round enume- 
Ierael dwelt in Heshbon, &c. 300 years, | ration of centuries: the term of occupa- 
why did ye not recover them in that | tion, dated from 1530, was 372 years. 
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The remaming chapters of the Judges, after the death of 
Samson, form an appendix to the proper history of the Judges. 
The story of Micah and the Danites must be referred to a very 
early time, since the migration of the Danites is related, antici- 
patively, in Joshua xix. 47; and besides must belong, in the 
nature of the case, to the time when the tribes were not yet 
fully settled in their allotments. Besides, the Levite in question 
is described at the end of the story as a son of Gershom, son of 
Moses’. Hence it must certainly be placed soon after the death 
of Joshua; see Studer, das B. der Richter, p. 360. The other 
incident, relating to the crime at Gibeah and the war of 
extermination against Benjamin, xix—xxii., is expressly referred 
to the time of Phinehas, xx. 28. 


THE STORY OF RUTH. 


§ 270. Tux incidents contained in this book fall in the 
time of the judges, i.1. And, since Boaz is the grandfather of 
Jesse, the time of Ruth’s marriage, upon an extreme supposition, 
cannot lie earlier than 1230 z.c., ὁ. 6. the time of Tola; and 
probably lies a good deal later; for David was born in 1086, 
at earliest, and the time of two descents, Obed to Jesse, Jesse 
to David, can scarcely be supposed to have occupied 144 years. 
Jesse was “an old man in the days of Saul;” suppose him 60 
years old at the birth of David, and allow 40 years for the 


1 Jonathan, son of Gershom men}; Buxtorf, Tiberias, p. 171: propterea 


with Nun suspensum: the true reading 
is TWO, Moses, which appears in six 
MSS. of the LXX. and the Catena of 
Nicephorus, and in the Lat. Vulgate. 
See Kennicott. Dissert.in V.7. § 21. 
The insertion of the Nun is thus ex- 
plained by the rabbins; propier honorem 
Mosis scripta fuit (litera Nun), μέ no- 
men mutaretur, σὲ quidem scripta fuit 
suspensa ad indicandum quod non fuerit 
Menassis sed Mosis filius, Jarchi, in /, : 
i.e. “the man was in truth descended 
from Moses, but an N is written sus- 
pended over the name to denote that he 
deserved rather to be called a descendant 
of Manasech the idolatrous king, than of 
Moses.” Baca Bathra, f. 109, 3. ap. 


quod fecit opera Menassis appendit eum 
scriptura familie Menassis. With re- 
gard to the chronology, Gershom was 
born during Moses’s sojourn in Midian, 
40 years, Acts vii. and apparently to- 
wards the close of it, comp. Ex. iv. 25, 
where Eliezer, at least, seems to be an 
infant, and xviii. 2,3, where both sons 
in the year of the Exode were still under 
the care of their mother and uncle. Hence 
we may very well suppose that Gershom's 
son was yet “a young man” at the time 
of Joshua’s death, to which time we refer 
this incident. There is this further con- 
gtuity to be noticed, that the one of these 


‘histories lies ia the time of the grandson 


of Moses, the other in the time of the 
grandson of Aaren. 
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former descent: this leads up to about 1186 5.0. I should 
rather suppose, however, that the famine, Ruthi. 1, occurred in 
the time of the 5th servitude, and Naomi’s return and Rath's 
marriage in the time of Jephthah. The question may be of no 
great importance in itself; but there is a chronological difficulty 
wonnected with the genealogy in iv. 18, which calls for expla- 
nation. 

According to this genealogy, which occurs again in 1 Chron. 
i. and S. Matt. i., the descents from Abraham to David are as 
follows : | 

1 Abraham, 5 Phares, 9 Nahshon, 13 Jesse. 


2 Isaac, 6 Hesron, 10 Salmon, 14 David. 
3 Jacob, 7 Ram, 11 Boaz. 
4 Judah, 8 Amminadab, 12 Obed. 


In the first place, since Abraham was born 2093 B.c., and 
David not earlier than 1086, these 14 descents amount to 1007 
years, which give an average of 72 years to each descent. This 
ia, of course, not incredible: it may be that it pleased Providence 
throughout this succession, from Abraham to David, to defer 
the birth of the progenitor of Messiah, co that not only Isaac 
(as indeed Abraham himself), but many others of this line, 
were born to their parents, as it were, past hope. 

But the great difficulty arises from the mention of Rahab 
in S. Matthew's genealogy, as the mother of Boaz: Σαλμὼν 
ἐγέννησεν τὸν Boos ex τῆς 'Ῥαχαβ. It is generally taken for 
granted that S. Matthew speaks of Rahab the harlot of Jericho. 
Now if Salmon married this woman, Boaz must have been born at 
least 360 years before David, which gives to each of the three last 
descents an average of 120 years: ὁ. 4, Boaz, Obed, Jesse, were 
each 120 years old, some less and some more, at the birth of 
their sons. This, as it is not revealed, is incredible. Therefore, 
if Rahab be the person intended, we must needs suppose an 
omission somewhere: either between Salmon and Boaz, so that 
the sense will be, Salmon by Rahab was the ancestor of Boas, 
or between Obed and Jesse. 

It is the more natural to suppose such an omission, as we 
see that the genealogy in S. Matthew was so framed as to dis- 
tribute the descents from Abraham to Christ into three periods 
of 14 generations. It is certain from history that in the second 
decatessaris some descents are omitted: whence it is likely that 
the others have been also adjusted to the same mystica measure. 


ee ae 
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Samuel, whose genealogy is given in duplicate 1 Chron: vi. is 20th 
from Levi: inclusive (about 37 years to each descent), therefore 
23rd from Abraham; yet here David is 14th from Abraham. 
The sacerdotal genealogy 1 Chron. vi. 1 ff. seems to be: framed 
upon the same plan-as that of David, viz: Zadok is 14th from 
Levi inclusive, and another lst of 14 descents leads to Joshua 
son of Josadak the high priest at the return from Babylon. 
In like manner, Asaph and Ethan, ib. 39, 44, each stand 14th 
from Levi.—The omission in our genealogy probably lies between 
Salmon and Boaz, for it is scarce likely that the pedigree from 
Boaz and Ruth to David would be curtailed. 


ᾧ 271. The identity of the “PayaG of St. Matthew with the 
IIT) of Josh.-ii: is so generally taken for granted, that it may 
seem idle to call it in question. There are circumstances, how- 
ever, which, in my opmion, render the point somewhat doubtful. 
I will simply state the facts, leaving the decision to the learned.— 
It may be observed, that the name of Rahab the harlot, 21%, 
both in the LXX, and in the N. T. is constantly written ‘Paa. 
Josephus, however, renders her name ‘PayaGy. It is of 
more moment that the Jews have’ no tradition of Rahab hav- 
ing been married to Salmon. The rabbins represent her as the 
ancestress of eight prophets, but David is not of the number: 
and she is said to have been married to Joshua himself. In the 
next place, in the genealogies of the First Book of Chronicles, 
Salmon or Salma is in various ways connected with a certain 
Ῥηχαβ, 233. In 1 Chron. ii. we have the genealogy of the 
house of Judah described with especial reference to the lineage 
of David. Namely, 


Judah, 
Pharez, 
Hezron. 
--------------- ----------------------ὖ 
derabmeel. Ram, Caleb, marr. Ephratah. 
Amminadab, Hur: 
Nahshon, Caleb. 
Sata, SaLMa. 
Boaz, House of Bethlehem, δια. “these 
Obed, are the Kenites that came of 
Jesse, Hemath the father of the 
David. house of Recnaz,” 3237, 


Ῥηχάβ. 
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Surely, the Salma ΟΣ Salmon in both these lines is one 
individual. Salma, son of Nahshon, is the father (or ancestor) 
of Boaz), who was “a mighty man of wealth of Bethlehem, an 
Ephrathite.” Salma, son of Caleb, is the father, .4.¢. progenitor 
of Bethlehem, viz. of the principal family of Bethlehem, the 
Ephrathites. Now, of these Bethlehemites, in common with 
the other .descendants of Salma, it is said they are Kenites, 
sprung from the house of Rechab. May not this, then, be the 
meaning of the statement, that Salmon (son of Nahshon in one 
respect and of Caleb in some other, which we need not attempt 
to define) was the ancestor of Boaz, ἐκ τῆς ‘PayaB. or Ρηχαβ 
(Thus, by the way, it would appear that David was descended 
from the two most illustrious representatives of the tribe. of 
Judah after the Exode, Nahshon, the Prince of Judah, Num. i. 
and Caleb, the noble warrior). In this view of the case, the 
chronological difficulty disappears. Salmon and Rachab were the 
ancestors of Boaz, inasmuch as they were the ancestors or founders 
of Bethlehem ; and between Salmon and Boaz we may insert as 
many generations as the necessity of the case requires. Nor is 
this the only intimation of a connexion between the celebrated 
warrior Caleb and Rechab. In the LXX. of 1 Chr. iv. 11 (for 
the Hebrew differs) we read: ‘And Caleb father of Achga 
begat Machir father of Eshton, and Eshton begat Beth-rapha 
and Tehinnah father of the city of Nahash, brother of Eslom 
the Kenezite” (these words are not in the Hebrew). Then, οὗτοι 
avdpes Ῥηχαβ (Heb. Rechah): “these” descendants of Caleb 
‘are the men of Rechab.”"—Again, in Judges i. 16, immedi- 
ately after the history of Achsa, Caleb’s daughter, it is added : 
“‘ And the children of the Kenite, Moses’ father-in-law, went up 
out of the city of palm-trees with the children of Judah into 
the wildernees of Judah, and they went-and dwelt among the 
people.” The parenthetical mention of the Kenites on this 
occasion is explained by 1 Chron. ii. 55: viz. there was_a 
particular connexion between these Kenites and the house of 
Caleb, and the connecting link was the house of Rechab. . Two 
verses further on it is added, ““ And the Lorp was with Judah, 
and he drave out the mountaineers, but the inhabitants of the 
valley he could not drive out, ὉΠ m2 357 2. because they 
had chariots of iron:” but in the LXX, ὃ ὅτι Ρηχὰβ διεστείλατο 
αὐτοῖς, “‘ because Rechab forbad them.” And this, be it ob- 
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served, still belongs to the history of Caleb; as it is added 
m the next verse, ‘“‘ And they gave Hebron unto Caleb,” ὅσα. 
Doubtleas, the translators had before their eyes the identical 
letters which compare our present Hebrew text of the passage 
(comp. Josh. xvii. 16, 18), only the seriptio continua ΓΕ: 
misled them; but how came the notion of a proper name, 
Rechab, to suggest itself, except from the notoriety of the 
fact that Caleb, whose history is under consideration, was 
connected with one Rechab! The mistranslation is the more 
curious, as they felt no difficulty as to the sense of the same 
words in iv. 3, although the translators of the passage m 
Joshua do seem to have been puzzled by the expression 139 
Ὁ which they render ἔππας ἐπίλεκτος καὶ σίδηρος in Ὁ. 16, 
and drop 5773 in ». 18. 

Now, supposing the “Paya of S. Matthew to be this 
Rechab the Kenite,—-what may be the import of the mention 
of the name in the genealogy of our Saviour! May it not 
relate to that promise made by Moses to Hobab the Kontte 
(Numb. x. 32), “And it shall be if thou go with us, yea, 
it shall be, that what goodness the Lord shall do unto us, 
the same will we do unto thee:” which was eminently fulfilled 
in that his posterity was drawn mto the lmeage of the Mes- 
siaht We may also remember the blessing pronounced upon 
the Rechabites by Jeremiah, “Jonadab the son of Rechab 
shall not want a man to stand before me for ever.” Besides, 
as the mention of Ruth the Moabitess, and the wife of Uriah 
the Hittite, so may this of Rechab the Kentte, point to the 
mystery of the calling of the Gentiles’. 


3 Theophylact among the ancients, and | question the identity of Ῥαχὰβ and 'Paaf 
several of the modern commentators, were | the harlot. I am not aware that any have 
induced by the chronological difficulty | suggested the explanation proposed in 
and by the difference of orthography, to | the text. 


SBKCTION IV. 


OM SABBATICAL AND JUBILEAN YEARS. 


§ 272. Tum chronological construction left it doubtful 
whether the year of David’s accession is 1056 or 1057 Βα, 
and consequently the year of the Exede, 1586 or 1587 8. α. 
Unquestionably, the economical symmetry described in the 
Introduction is sufficient to countervail this slight amount of 
ambiguity; and the facts of the like kind which yet remam 
to be described will leave no doubt remaining. But ante 
eedently to any consideration of this nature, there is a fact 
of chronology which decisively points to the same conclusion ; 
I mean the order of years sabbatical and jubilean. For if 
we know in what year from the Exode the cycle of these 
years began, and what rule it followed; and lastly, if any 
years in the wra 5.c. and a.p. are historically known to have 
been such, then we obtain a numerical character of the year of 
the Exode, in virtue of which that event must be assigned only 
to one or other of ἃ certain series of years. Thus, if the cycle 
be supposed sabbatical only, i. ¢. a septenary order as uninter- 
rupted as the cycle of the week-days, and if a given year, B.c. 
m, be known to have been sabbatical, then the numeral of the 
first year of the cycle must be of the form ("5 - 75) B.o.: 
and if the epoch be known to he p years after the Exode, 
the numeral of the year of the Exode must be of the form 
(= - 15 2) 5.α, For example, it is on record that a sab- 
batieal year began in the autumm of 5 ο. 163: then, on this 
supposition (which is Mr. Greawell’s), the first year of the aab- 
batical oycle, if it lie between 1600 and 1500 8.6. may be 
the year 163 + 191 x 7 = 1500 u.¢, or some one of the 
years 1507, 14, 21, 28, 35, 42, 49, 56, 63, 70, 77, 84, 91, 
1598. And if we suppose the cycle to have begun (say) 40 
years after the Exode, the year of the Exode must be either 
1540, or 1547, 54, 61, &e. In itself, therefore, the criterion 
thus afforded ie of a limiting nature; it will not give the pre- 
ese year, but it will determine between any two consecutive 
years betwoen which, on other grounds, the choice is given. 
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ᾧ 273. The ordinance of the sabbatical year was delivered 
to Moses in Sinai, and is related Levit. xxv. “When ye 
come into the land ... it shall keep a sabbath unto the Lord. 
Six years thou shalt sow thy fields, &c. . . . but the seventh 
shall be a year of rest for the land, a sabbath to the Lord: 
thy field thou shalt not sow, &c. . . . seven such sabbaths of 
years shalt thou count, seven years seven times told, and there 
shall be to thee of these year-sabbaths forty and nine. Then 
on the 10th day of the 7th month, on the Day of Atonement, 
thou shalt blow the trumpet through all the land, shalt hallow 
the year of the 50 years (#. 6. the 50th year), and proclaim to 
all inhabitants of the land, ‘ This is the year of jubilee (or 
trumpets), wherein ye shall all be restored each to his own pos- 
sessions and to his own family,’ And this jubilee shall be to you 
the year of the 50 years. In this year ye shall not sow, &c.” 

The numerical definition of the jubilee is plain: it is the 
50th or 7 x 7 + lst year, just as the day of Pentecost is the 
‘7 x 7 + 1st day from the 2nd day of unleavened bread. - The 
jubilean period, each and every such period, contains just 50 
years reckoned from a fixed epoch, the 10th day of the 7th month. 

§ 274. It is surprising that any careful reader should 
‘have misunderstood these very plain expressions; yet such is 
the fact. It appears from the Talmud Frichin, fol. 12, 2. 13, 
1. 32, 2. 33, 1. (cited by Ideler, 1. 503), that a certain rabbi 
Jehuda was the first to maintain, contrary to the established 
opinion and the plain sense of the words, that the jubilean 
. period consists of 49 years, the jubilee-year being (as he said) 
itself the 49th, and identical with the 7th sabbatical year. His 
opinion, ‘Ideler informs us, was subsequently adopted by the 
Gaonim, certain learned Rabbins, who lived after the completion 
of the Talmud, and expounded it in the academies over which 
they presided. Maimonides, however, rejects this view as a 
novelty: ‘“ The 49th year,” says he, “is the sh’mittah. (or 
sabbatical year), the 50th is the jubilee, the 51st is the Ist 
of the new sh’mittah.” Equally express is Josephus: ‘ Every 
seven years a remission (ἄνεσις) is granted to the land, as 
is to man every seven days. The same is the case after the 
seventh week of years, and this makes 50: years in all, ταῦτα 


πεντήκοντα μέν ἐστιν ἔτη τὰ πάντα. The 50th year is-by 
the ‘Hebrews called ᾿Ιώβηλος." Ant. iii. .12.-3. In modern 
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times the hypothesis of the Gaonim has been revived by 
Frank and Gatterer, who, as I learn from Ideler, have en- 
deavoured to shew that the jubilean period of 49 years forms 
® very exact luni-solar cycle, and is the key to the entire 
Scripture Chronology. 

' ᾧ 976. The epoch from which the sabbatical cycle is: 
reckoned, though not expressed in Scripture, may be inferred 
with so high a degree of probability as scarcely to admit of 
a doubt. The law in question was to take effect from the 
time that they were come into the land, ¢.¢. either from the 
year in which they entered the land, namely, from the 10th 
Tieri preceding the passage over Jordan, or from the year in 
which they entered upon possession of the land: if the former, 
then from 10 Tisri, 1547: if the latter, the chronology of 
Joshua will give us the time. It was in 1540 that Caleb 
and Judah first took possession of their inheritance (ᾧ 264), 
“and the land rested from war:” just seven years, be if ob- 
served, from the other epoch. So far, then, as six out of every 
reven sabbatical years are concerned, it will make no difference 
which of the two epochs we assume ; the only difference will be 
in the place of the 7th sh’mittah and the jubilee. 


Epoch 10 Tisri 1547. - 10 Tisri 1540. 

Sabb. 1 1541 1491 1534 1484 
2 94 84 27 71] 

8 27 77 20 70 

4 20 70 13 63 

5 13 63 06 56 

6 06 56 1499 49 

7 1499 49 92 42 
Jubilee. 98 48 91 4] 


And since each century contains two complete jubilees, the 
sabbatic and jubilean years will in each century be the same: 
that is in each century 

(Epoch 1547.) (Epoch 1540.) 


56 06 56 

18 883 13 868 

thess years | on 70 20 70 
will be (977 a 7 
88 8 84 84. 8ὲ 
tical. .] 91 428 
49 99 49 90 

Jubilees. 48 - 98 41 D1 


19 
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In the nature of the case, the latter hypothesis, ἐς 6. the 
epach 1540, is the more probable, inasmuch as the ordinance 
would take efiect rather from the conquest of the land than from 
the year of Moses’ death. . 

§ 276. There is no reason to suppose that the sabbatical 
and jubilean reckoning, however the due observance of the 
ordinance may have been neglected, was ever lost, any more 
than that of the weekly sabbath. When a sabbatical or jubi- 
leaa year was kept, it was doubtleas kept in ita proper place. 

Before the destruction of the Temple, the history contains. 
no direct and indubitable notice of sabbatical years; but under 
the second Temple, im the Maccabean times and later, several 
instances ocour of the observance of the sabbatical year, not, 
however, of the jubilee; and, indeed, according to the tradition 
of the Gaonim, preserved by Maimonides, ‘only Sh’mittahs were. 
kept, and no Jobel, after the return from Babylon.”—-The 
epoch of this new cycle, if we were right in assigning the epoch 
of the jubilean cycle to the year 1540 (or 1547), will be the. 
year 541; and the sabbatical years thence to a.p. 70 will be 
as follows: 


B.c. 541 457 373 289 205 121 37) 0s aD. 6 
94 50 66° 82 198 14 39 13 
27 43 59 δ 9Ὶ 07 23 20 
20 36 52 68 84 100 16 27 
13 29 45 61 77 93 9 34 
06 22 38 54 70 86 2 41 

499 1 831 47 63 79 48 
92 08 24 40 56 72 δῦ 
85 01 17 33 49 65 62 
7% 304 10 26 42 58 69 
7 87 03 19 35 51 ᾿ 
θέ 93 2 .18 28 44 


§ 277. And now we will test this deduction by comparing 
the several years which are said, in the history, to have been 
sabbatical. _ ᾿ 

1. 1 Macc. vi. 20, 49, 58. The 150th year of the wera of 
the Seleucidse, which began Tisri 163 3.c., was sabbatical. 
And so it was by our Table. 

2. Joseph. Aaé. xiii. 8.1. A sabbatical year occurred 
soon after the accession of John Hyrcanus. Simop, the father 
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SABBATICAL AND JUBILEAN YEARS. 
and predecessor of John Hyrcanus, was assassinated im the 
month Adar of Zr. Sel. 177 = Spring of 135 5.0. Mac, xvi. 
14. In the Autamn of that year, accordmg to our Table, 2 sab- 
bath year began. With this compare the words of Josephus ; 
ἑλκομένης δὲ οὕτως εἰς χρόνον τῆς πολιορκίας (viz. ὑπαὶ after 
the accession of John) ἐνίσταται τὸ ἔτος ἐκεῖνο καθ᾽ ὃ ovp- 
βαίνει τοῖς ᾿Ιουδαίοις ἀργεῖν. 

8. The calamities attendant on the capture of Jerusalem 
by Herod and Sosius, which took place on the very day of 
atonement, Asé. xiv. fin., were aggravated by the circumstance 
that the year then ensuing was sabbatical: Ané. xv. 1, 2. ἐ. 6. ἃ 
sabbatical year began on the very day of the capture. The year 
was 37 ».c.—and by the Table a sabbath year began 37 Β.0. 

4. There is a well attested tradition that the year in which 
Jerusalem was taken by the Romans was a sabbatical year. 
And so it was by our Table, m which a sabbath year begine 
a. dD. 69'. 

§ 278. Hence our year of the Exode accords with the 
conditions prescribed by the historical fact that certain years 
were sabbatical (163, 135, 37 8. c. and 69 a. v.), coupled with 
the fact that the jubilee ceased to be kept after the return from 
Babylon. In other words, since these years were sabbatical, 


1 It has been inferred from δὲ. Luke 
iv. 19. that the year in which our Saviour 
began to preach was sabbatical. And 
in fact our Table shews that s sabbath- 
year began Timi a.p. 27, and was 
therefore still current in the Spring of 
a.D. 28. Hence, however, it may be ob- 
jected to our definition of the commenece- 
ment and duration of our Saviour’s mi- 
nistry, that it either could not begin in 
A.D. 28, or must have lasted more than 
one year: for in Joh. iv. 35. we find an 
allusion to the harvest as then near, and 
in the three first Gospels mention of a 
walk dia τῶν σπορίμων, and of the dis- 
ciples plucking ears of corn. Now, I 
fally admit that the Jews at this time 
observed the sabbatic years, and conse- 
quently that the fields were not sown in 
the Autumn of a.p. 27. But in Samaria, 
the scene of the allusion in Joh. iv., there 


might be corn-flelds. The other ἐμοὶ. 
dent, also, as it occurred on a journey to 
Jerusalem, may have happened in Sama- 
ria. That the Samaritans strictly, if at 
all, observed the law of sabbatism, there 
is no proof beyond their own interested 
assertion, Joseph. Ant. xi. 6.8 Suppose 
they observed it ever so strictly, there is 
no proof that their cycle tallied with that 
of the Jews. And independently of this 
consideration ; it is not necessary to sup- 
pose that our Lord’s expression, * Behold 
the fields, for they are ripe already ἐδ 
harvest,” was suggested by the actual 
spectacle of fields waving with com; nor 
that the σπόριμα through which the dis- 
ciples walked, contained more than the 
self-cown produce of the former year 
(which was public property. Levit. xxv. 
δ. Mishna, tr. Shebdiith, 1. 3.) 
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therefore 541 Β.0. = 168 + 54 x 7 was either sabbatical, or a 
jubilee: consequently the whole term from the epoch of the 
jubilean cycle to 541 5. c. is m x. 50 + x 7 years, or the epoch of 
the jubilean cycle is the year z.c. 541+mx50+2%x 7. Bat 
this epoch lies either 39 or 39+ 7 years after the Exode; 
therefore, in either case, the numeral of the year of the Exode 
must be of the form 541 +m x 50+ x 7+39. Such is the 
year 1586 3.0. = 541 +19 x 50 + 8 x 7 + 39, but πο the year 
1587 3.0. 

§ 279. It has been remarked that the history before the 
Babylonian exile contains no express mention of sabbatical 
or jubilean years as such. There are two passages, however, 
which have been not unreasonably supposed to refer to such 
years. One is Jer. xxxiy. 8. “The word that came unto Jere- 
miah from the Lord after that the king Zedekiah had made 
ἃ covenant with all the people that were at Jerusalem to proclaim 
liberty unto them; that every man should let his man-servant, 
and every man his maid-servant, being an Hebrew or a Hebrew- 
ees, go free. . . . All the princes, &c. did let them go free, 
but afterwards they turned and caused the servants and the 
handmaids, whom they had let go free, to return, and brought 
them into subjection for servants and handmaids. . . . Thus 
saith the Lord, I made a covenant with your fathers. . . . At 
the end of seven years let ye go every man his brother, when he 
hath served thee six years . . but your fathers hearkened not unto 
me. . and ye were now turned and had done right in my 
sight . . but ye turned and polluted my name . . therefore 
behold I proclaim a liberty for you, to the sword, and to the 
pestilence, and to the famine.” The time of the prophecy lies 
after Dec. 590 8.c. Now on the supposition that the epoch of 
the jubilean period was 1547 8.c., the year Tisri 591—590 was 
sabbatical, the first of a cycle; on the other supposition, it was 
a jubilee, and the preceding year a sabbath'. But the year 
in question must have been a jubilee ;—for this reason. It is a 
mistake to suppose that the manumission of Hebrew servants 


δ If indeed the jubilees ceased altoge- | speaking of this passage, § 182, p. 184. 
ther after 5.0. 606 and 536, the year be- | But the jubilees ceased after the return. 
ginning Tisri 590 would be sabbatical, | from Babylon; therefore after 536, not 
being = B.c. 163 + 427 = 168+61x 7: | after 606. 
and this was the view which 1 took in 
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was appointed to take place in the sabbatical year. ‘* Moses 
specifies two periods at which the Hebrew servant was to regain 
his freedom; the 7th year, Exod. xxi. and Deut. xv., and the 
50th or year of jubilee, Lev. xxv. How these periods are 
reconcilable with each other, considering that the year of jubilee 
must always have immediately followed a sabbatical year, and 
that of course the servants must have been already free, deserves 
mquiry. All depends upon the sense in which Moses understands 
‘the seventh year;’ whether as the sabbatical year in which 
the land lay fallow, or as the 7th year from the time when the 
servant was bought! Maimonides was of the latter opinton, and 
to me also ἐξ appears the more probable, For Moses uniformly 
terms ἐξ the seventh year, without using the term sabbatical year. 
What then is more natural than to understand the seventh year 
of servitude? And besides, when he describes the sabbatical year in 
Levit. xxv. 1—7, we find not a word of the manumission of 
servants, The apparent inconsistency of the two laws thus ceases. 
The servant was regularly restored to freedom after stz years’ 
service ; but supposing him bought (¢.g.) in the 46th year of the 
Jewish calculation, i.e. 4 years before the jubilee, he did not in 
that case wait seven years, but received his freedom in the year 
of jubilee.” Michaelis, Mosdisches Recht. § 127 (Engl. tranal. ii. 
176), and so Hengstenberg, Pontateuch, 2.440. This is decisive. 
The Jews had long neglected the manumission of their Hebrew 
servants; the Lord gave them a last opportunity of making 
amends by liberating their servants all at once in the year of 
jubilee, 591-590 s.c. In the course of that year, perhaps 
towards the close of it, when Nebuchadnezzar was threatening 
to approach Jerusalem, they covenanted to liberate their servants, 
which also they did; but within a few months, when the danger 
seemed withdrawn, they recalled them into servitude. If the 
year 591-590 were simply a sh’mittah, it had no connexion with 
manumission of slaves; being a jubtlee, it had. 

§ 280. The other passage occurs in 2 Kings xix. 29. Iga 
xxxvil. 30. ‘ And this shall be a sign unto thee: Ye shall eat 
this year such as groweth of itself, and tn the second year that 
which springeth of the same, and in the third year sow ye, and 
reap, and plant vineyards, and eat the fruit thereof.” So said 
Isaiah to Hezekiah at the time of Sennacherib’s threatened 
invasion in the 14th year of Hezekiah = 713 3.c. Now I do not 
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mean to contend that the words suggest, por a, the proximity 
of a sabbatical year: but, given any reason to believe that such 
gw year-was then instant, I think no one can fail to recognise 
the congruity of the terms to the facts of the case. Our Table 
shews 2 sabbatical year beginning in the Autumn of 713 8.c. 
And in connexion with this fact, the prophet may well be 
supposed to speak on this wise: “the invaders have destroyed 
the fruits of this year's harvest, (April, May, 713), a harvest 
which should have sufficed for two years (Levit. xxv. 20): yet 
fear not: this present year the land shall yet bring forth 
spontaneously for your sustenance; and though ye may not 
sow the following Autumn (713), and will reap no harvest in the 
ensuing Spring (71 2), yet “that which sprmgeth of the same” 
shall auffice: and in the third year (712-711), when the 
sabbath-year 3 is ended, sow ye and reap, &c.” 


CHAPTER VI. ΄ 


THE PERIOD FROM THE CALL OF ABRAHAM TO THE EXODE. 


§ 281. “Now the sojourning of the children of Israel, 
who dwelt in Egypt, was 430 years: and it came to pass, 
at the end of the 4380 years, even the self-same day it came 
to pass, that all the hosts of the Lorp went out from the 
land of Egypt. It is a night to be much observed unto the 
Lorp, for bringing them out from the land of Egypt: this is 
that night of the Loxp to be observed of all the children of 
Israel in their generations. . . .. And it came to pass, the self- 
same day that the Lorp did bring the children of Israel out of 
the land of Egypt by their armies.” Exodus xii. 40—42, 51. 
That these 430 years are reckoned, not from the descent 
into Egypt, but from the beginning of the sojourning in Ca- 
naan, has always, as far back as we have any information, 
‘been the, belief of the J lows themselves. Josephus Ant. ii. 
15. 2. κατέλιπον δὲ τὴν Αἴγνκτον μ μηνὶ Ἐανθικῷ πέμπτῃ 
καὶ δεκάτῃ κατὰ σελήνην μετὰ ἔτη τριάκοντα καὶ τετρακοσία 
ἢ τὸν πρόγονον ἡμῶν Ἄβραμον εἰς τὴν Xavavaiay ἐλθεῖν, τῆς 
δὲ Ἰακωβον “μεταναστάσεως εἰς τὴν Αἴγυπτον γενομένης 
διακοσίοις πρὸς τοῖς δεκαπέντε ἐνιαντοῖς ὕστερον'. That is, 
the descent of Jacob into Egypt lies at the bisection of 
the period; which, if it be reckoned from the Call, is quite 
true, for the history notes the following terms, viz. 25 years 
to the birth of Isaac, 60 years to the birth of Jacob, 130 
years to the descent into Egypt, the sum of which is 215 
years. The Targum (pseudo-Jon.) on Gen. xv. 10, reckons 
the 430 years from the Call, and assigns to the sojourn in 
Egypt, 30 weeks of years, or 210 years. The LXX. Ex. 
xii, 40, introduce this interpretation unto the text itself: ἡ 
δὲ κατοίκησις τῶν υἱῶν ᾿Ισραὴλ ἥν κατῴκησαν ἄν vm Αἰγύπτου 
καὶ ἐν γῇ Χαναὰν αὐτοὶ καὶ οἱ πατέρες αὐτῶν ἔτη vA’. The 


2 Yet Ant. ii. 9. 1. and 2. J. τ. 9. 4. he iocunslstently sasigns 400 years to the 
eppression in Egypt. 
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Samaritan text in like manner enlarges upon the original : 


rer swe Coma] Senna a 
spp Cyan prs yoda 

“the sojourning of the children of Israel, [and of their fathers] 
which they sojourned in [the land of Canaan and in the land 
of] Egypt.” It is well understood now, that the Samaritan 
text possesses no authority independent of the Septuagint, from 
which in fact it was constructed. It serves, however, to shew 
that the text of the LXX. was not interpolated here by a 
later hand. Thus much then is clear, that the Jews, however 
the fact is to be explained, understood the passage two thou- 
sand years ago as they have understood it ever since. Christian 
writers, almost universally, have followed this interpretation: 

not because it is Jewish, nor on ‘the authority of the LXX., 
but because S. Paul has expressly stated the same thing. 
Gal. iii. 17. Modern critics, however, have abandoned the old 
interpretation. Perizonius, Orig. Aeg. 20. Schéttgen, Hor. Heb. 
p. 736, allege that the 430 years are reckoned from the close 
of the period during which the Promises were given: Bengel, 
Ordo Temp. p. 162, makes the terminus a quo the birth of 
Jacob. J. Ὁ. Michaelis (Programma quo Isr. 480 annos ἐπ 
Ae. commor. eficitur, Gottingen, 1777. reprinted in Pott and 
Ruperti’s Sylloge Comment. t. ii.) assigns the whole 430 years to 
the residence in Egypt; and this view is taken by all the mo- 
dern German critics with whose writings I am acquainted, even 
by those of the orthodox school, as Hengstenberg, Hiivernick 
and Ranke, as also, I believe, by the generality of writers on 
Egyptian Chronology. It is-alleged, that the statement of S. 
‘Paul avails only to shew how the matter was understood in his 
time, and that it can possess no authority in a question of this 
nature: that the words of the Hebrew text are clear and 
express against this interpretation: and lastly, that a period 
of little more than 200. years is not sufficient for the increase 
of some seventy souls into a population which numbered more 
than 600,000 males above the age of 20 years. For the first 
of these arguments—the assumption that S. Paul erred in 
common with the rabbins of his age in his interpretation of 
the words of Moses—I shall simply remark, that the present 
Work will have failed of its object if it does not deliver clear 
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proof that this and the like statements are none of them un- 
meaning or erroneous. The second argument, which relates 
to the words of the text, is sufficiently met by the rendering of 
our E. V. “the children of Israel who sojourned in Egypt :” 
ot κατῴκησαν not ἣν κατῴκησαν. The Hebrew relative ἼΩΝ 
may of course be understood in either way. I admit, however, 
that the words of the Hebrew text, prout sonant, do suggest 
the notion that the 32 ia Egypt lasted 430 years: but then 
it is to be remembered that the sense of Scripture often lies 
below the surface: the true sense in this instance is given by 8 
comparison of other particulars, presently to be noticed. Be- 
sides, it is not certain that the LXX. and Samaritan text do 
not contain the true reading of the passage, as Kennicott and 
many other critics contend that it does, 

§ 282. The argument derived from population requires a 
more detailed consideration. It is assumed that the increase 
from a population of 70 males to one of some 1,200,000, in a 
term of little more than 200 years, is impossible in the nature 
of things. It happens however that facta of statistical science 
not only disprove the assumption, but under the given circum- 
stances constitute an argument just the other way, that is, 
against the assumption of so long a period as 400 years. It 
is known that a given population may go on doubling its 
numbers in periods of 15 years, nay, under favourable circum- 
stances, in periods of about 124 years; and this, eren on the 
present scale of human life. Now of the Israelites in Egypt it 
is expreesly remarked that “they grew and multiplied exceed- 
ingly,” Gen. xlvii. 27; “were fruitful and increased abundantly, 
and multiplied and waxed exceedingly mighty (numerous), and 
the land was filled with them,” Ex. i. 7; this down to eighty 
years before the Exode. (See also Dent. x. 22.) The oppression 
which then ensued may be supposed to have given a check to 
population, yet not in a considerable degree, for the abundant 
supply of the means of subsistence still continued (Num. xi. 5), 
and the decree for the destruction of the male children was 
manifestly not long enforced. The circumstances, therefore, 
in the main, were decidedly favourable, though regarded only 
under a human point of view and independently of a special 
Promise. Besides, it is to be considered that in times when the 
average duration of man’s life extended to 120 or 130 years, 
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and the term of παιδογονία began aa early as it does now, and 
lasted to the age of 80 or 90 at least, population must have 
increased far more rapidly than it does in the present state-of 
mankind. Moreover, it is certain that polygamy prevailed to 
ἃ very great extent (see the genealogies in 1 Chron.) _ To come 
to particulars :—in the census held at Mount Sinai ἃ year after 
the departure from Egypt, there were found 603,550 males of 
the age of 20 and upwards, exclusive of the tribe of Levi. 
Now, under the existing conditions of human life, the number 
of males above 20 is to the number under that age about 
as 238 : 243; but it is hard to say what the proportion 
may have been in those times. On the one hand, the adult 
population would be more numerous than now, in proportion 
to the more extended term of human life; and on the other 
hand, the number of children and minors would be greater 
in the same proportion, in virtue of the more extended term 
of παιδογονίας. But the prevalence of polygamy would increase 
the number of children, to an amount which we have ne 
means of calculating. That polygamy did prevail to a great 
extent is implied not only in the genealogies, but in this 
way. The Levites were ordained to be representatives of the 
first-born of the other tribes. Num. iii. 11. The latter, of 
all ages, were found to be 22,273, ο. 43, and these were te 
be represented, man by man, by the Levites. Now the sum 
of the Levites is given as follows: Ὁ. 21 ff. 


Gershom. ........0.-sscecccecseseeees 7,500 
Kohath . 8,600 
Merari 6,260 

22,300 


more than enough, in point of namber, for the specified purpose. 
Yet the sum is given as only 22,000 o. 39, short of the number 
of first-born in the other tribes by 273, and these 273 were to be 
redeemed by a.sum of money, ὁ. 46. Henoe it seems a necessary 
inference that the edd 300 Levites were themselves first-born, 
and as such not available as cubstitutes for others. Now cer- 
tainly the number 22,300 is not exact ; the. census proceeded 
by hundreds (or fifties), omittmg the tens and units, which, for 
the three families. of the tribe of Levi, may have amounted 
to something like = hundred more. Suppose the sum was 
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near 22,400, then the proportion gives one first-born in 56; 
if. it was 22,300, the proportion would be one in 74. The 
latter is perhaps too enormons to be accounted for in any 
way; the other is within bounds, if polygamy prevailed to a 
great extent, but not otherwise. If we take the latter pro- 
portion, it gives a population of 22,273 x 22,300+300, or 
1,655,626 males, which is certainly excessive, for since 603,550 
of these were adults, there would be 1,052,076 minors: 
now 39 years later, when all those adults had died off, there 
were found in a new census but 601,730 adult males, Num- 
xxvii. 51: so that even if there were no births in all those 
years, there must have been an immense mortality among 
the juniors of the Exode. Whereas if we take the other 
proportion, it gives 22,273 x 22,400 + 400, or 1,244,780, which 
is not at all improbable. It seems then, that the adult male 
population being 603,550, the whole male population, on an 
extreme supposition, may have been 1,400,000, or, including the 
Levites, 1,422,300; but we will suppose it for argument’s sake, 
1,500,000. Now the patriarchs, with the exception of Benja- 
min, were born between 46 and 39 years before the descent into 
Egypt ($291): say 255 years before the first census. Suppose 
the term of doubling to be 15 years, the population would be 17 
times doubled in 255 years: 2:7 = 131,008, and 1,500,000 + 2" 
gives about 11-4 as the basis of the population. Again: on the 
same supposition, since 210 years = 15 x 14, wehave 1,500,000+2'« 
(or 16,376) which gives about 91} as the basis: even this is not 
excessive, for it is to be considered that the population was de- 
rived in part from the circumcised male servants belonging to the 
households of the patriarchs. If, however, the term of doubling 
be supposed 14 years, then, there being 15 such terms in 210. 
years, the basis of 1,500,000 would be that number divided by: 
2", or about 46. Now the patriarchs with their sons at the 
descent into Egypt may.have been between 50 and 60 in 
number, for it is certain that of the 70 enumerated in Gen. 
xlvi. several, at least 14, were born in Egypt'. Taking therefore 


' The following circumstances shew | second visit, had only é#vo sons, xlii. 37; 
that Moses did not intend to enumerate | here he has four—2. Benjamin was “a 
such only as were born before the migra- | lad,” “44 little one,’ when he stood 
tion: 1. Reuben, at the time of the | before Joseph; Joseph calls him “my 
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the extreme supposition, that the population in the first census 
numbered 1,500,000 males, and that the families of the twelve 
patriarchs at the descent into Egypt numbered but 50 males, 
it appears that the term of doubling lies between 14 and 15 
years. Certainly then, the ancient chronology labours under 
no difficulty whatever in respect of the increase of population. 
On the contrary, the modern statement does. For if the 
Israelites were 430 years in Egypt, their numbers must in so 
long a time, have grown to an amount perhaps twice as great 
as we find recorded; at least, if we are to believe what the 
Scriptures affirm, both in promise and in history, concerning 
the great and steady increase of the population in Egypt. 1 
will only remark further, lest this discussion should have seemed 
unnecessarily minute, that it is always important, and in these 
days more than ever, to vindicate the historical verity of the 
Scriptures. There is more at stake here than the determi- 
nation of a point of chronology: the modern criticism, by 
denying the authority of the apostolic statement in Gal. iii. 17. 
impeaches the ancient Catholic doctrine of inspiration. The 
truth of that statement is now vindicated: and in a manner 
which serves at the same time to attest the strict consistency of 
the Pentateuch. Tradition, mythus, and arbitrary fiction, are 
sure to betray themselves as soon as they meddle with matters 
of arithmetic. But the statistical arithmetic of Moses has 
now been proved to be thoroughly consistent with itself and 
with the order of nature. 


son 1" the catalogue gives him ten sons ! 
—3. Pharez and Zarah were but just 
born at this time (infra § 287.); their 
two sons are inserted on the list as sub- 
stitutes for Er and Onan, who “died in 
the land of Canaan.""—4. Immediately 
before the catalogue we read, ‘‘the 
children of Israel took their father and 
their little ones 020, xlvi. 5. also xliii. 
8; the catalogue mentions grandsons of 
Jacob who have children.—In Numb. 
XXVi. not one son is assigned to the sons 
of Jacob, except those mentioned in Gen, 
xlvi. Is it credible that no sons were 
born to them in Egypt ?—When, there- 
fore, it is said, ‘‘ all the sons of the house 


of Jacob which came into Egypt are 70,°° 
νυν. 27, the meaning cannot be that all 
these were then born. The fact that 
Joseph's two sons, who were born in 
Egypt, are reckoned among the 70, 
proves that the statement is not to he 
taken literally. (We may remark that 
the loose expression here is parallel with 
that in Exod. xii. 40.) He means that 
Jacob after the descent into Egypt, mul- 
tiplied, through the twelve patriarchs, 
into seventy families, The number was 
not accidental; it is the sacred number, 
the signature of the covenant.—These 
remarks are taken from Hengstenberg, 
Pentat. 2, 354—359. 
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§ 283. But further : we shall make the Scripture contradict 
itself if we date these 430 years from the descent into Egypt. 
The promise to Abraham was, that his seed should come out 
(8.6. of Egypt) sn the fourth generation. And that this was ful- 
filled, we see by the genealogies. Moses was the fourth from Levi; 
Levi—K ohath—Amram—Moses. Now in this genealogy the 
years of the lives are given (which circumstance is proof that 
no descents are omitted). Levi lived 187%: Koath 133’: Amram 
137%: Ex. vi. 16 ff Levi was born when Jacob was about 87 
years old, for he was Leah’s third son, Gen. xxix. 34(§291). Levi 
then was, at most, 43 years old at the descent into Egypt, and lived 
94 years in Egypt. Hence the sum of the years of the whole lives of 
those patriarchs in Egypt, is 944+ 133+137; to which add 80, the 
age of Moses at the Exode, and the sum is 444, only 14 years 
more than the 430 of the supposed stay in Egypt : so that either 
Kohath and Amram, or Amram and Moses, on this supposition, 
must have been born within seven years, each, of his father’s 
death. Of course this is incredible. And the difficulty is 
increased by the further statement in Exod. vi. 20, ““ Amram 
took unto him Jochebed his father's sister to wife : for, that 
Jochebed is not here called Kohath’s sister, in a wider sense of 
the term, is evident from Numb. xxvi. 59, “The name of 
Amram’s wife was Jochebed the daughter of Levi, whom (her 
mother) bare unto Levi in Egypt.” Thus, by the mother’s 
side, Moses was but third from Levi. 

1 Levi 

2 Kohath 

3 Amram m. Jochebed 
4 Moses. 

§ 284. The evidence furnished by this genealogy is abund- 
antly confirmed by others : everywhere, in the fourth, fifth, or stath 
descent from the twelve patriarchs, we arrive at contemporaries of 
Moses. 

Thus 1 Chron. ii.: 


1 Judah From the birth of Pharez to the birth of 
2 Phares Caleb II. are 190 years, about 47 years to 
3 Hezron each descent. On the other scheme, the 
4 Caleb 1. interval is 404 years, or 100 to each de- 


ὅδ Hur acent, 
6 Uri and Caleb IT. ; 
ἢ Bezaleel 


202 FROM THE CALL TO THE EXODE. [oH viz 


Again, 1 Chron. ii. 21, vii. 14; Numb. xxvi. 30—-33. 


' I Judah Joseph Hezron, at the age of 60, married Machir’s 
2 Pharez Manasseh — daughter. Hence from Pharez to Jair are 
- 3 Hezron Machir three descents, from Manazseh four. Now 
4 Segub a daughter Jair was less than 20 at the Exode, Deut. 
5 Jair Segab ᾿ iii. 14. The three descents, therefore, give 
6 Jair an average of 65—70 years, but on the 


other echeme twice as much. Manasseh 
was born about eight years before the de- 
scent into Egypt, 223 before the Exode, 
therefore the four descents give an average 
of 50—55 years. 


6 Nahshon......... Elisheba, married to Aaron 
. ἢ Salma, &c 
And im the line of Levi (1 Chron. vi. 37, 38; Exod. vi. 21, 
54; Lev. x. 4.) 

1 Levi 

2 Kohath 

3 Izhar...........-.....-Uzziell .......0..seeeesseseese Amram 

4 Korah Mishael......... Elzaphan . Aaron......... Moses. 


§ 285. We may further notice, that the genealogies in 

1 Chron. generally place the final settlement in the promised 
land, at the sixth to the eighth descent from the patriarchs. 
The settlement is indicated by the transition from names of 
persons to names of places, or families. Thus, in the genealogy 
οἵ Caleb, 1 Chr. n. 50 ff. :— 

1 Judah | 

2 Pharez 

3 Hezron 

4 Caleb, m. Ephrath 

5 Hur 


A. 


ᾧ 285.] 
G Caleb II'. (wife not named) 


father of 
8 Kirjath-jearim Beth-lehem 
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= Ithrites, Puhites, Netophathites, 


&e. &e. 
1. 48. 
6 Caleb II. conc. Maachah 
7 Shaaph............ Sheva 
father of father of 
8 Madmannah Machbenah 
and Gibeah. 


Now we have seen that from 1 to 6 the average is 45 years > 
at the same rate, the settlement should be about 90 years later, 
i.e. about 50 years after the Exode: a close agreement with the 
Book of Joshua, in which the settlement is placed after the 47th 


year from the Exode. 


And here I may notice one among the many fine marks of 
consistency which appear in these genealogies. 


1 Chron. ii 42. 4b. 50. iv. 21. 

1 Judah id, Judah 

2 Pharez Ἵ Shelah 

3 Hezron Laadah 

4 Caleb I. id. τὰ. Ephrath Mareshah 
. & Sone of Mareshah Hur 

6 HEBRON Caleb II. 


1 This Caleb is constantly called “son 
of Jephunneh the Kenerite.” The iden- 
tity fs proved by 1 Chron. ii. 49, where 
Achsa (Joshua, xv, 15; Judges i. 12.) 
is daughter ‘of Caleb son of Hur. It is 
also implied in ii. 55; compared with 
iv: 9. Im the former passage we find 
“ the families of the scribea which dwelt 
at Jabet,” descended from Caleh, son of 
Hur, through Salma; in the latter Ja- 
bez is abruptly introduced in a gene- 
alogy of “Ashur, father of Tekoah,” 
son of Hesron. At.v. 9, therefore, or 
v. & there is = transition to the line of 
the Calebse. Then at v. 1], a Caleb is 
mentioned by name, and described as 
“ the brother of Shuah,” butin the LXX:. 


“father of Achsa.” At v.13, ‘‘Kenaz” 
is introduced abruptly with this gene- 
alogy; Kenaz, Othniel, and Seraiah, 
and from Seraiah, Joab, father ef the 
valley of Charashim. But ii. 54, Joab 
is reckoned to the sons of Salma, son of 
Caleb, son of Hur. In the LXX. the 
introduction of Kenasz is not so abrupt; 
“ And Caleb, father of Achsa, begat 
Bethrapha, and Tehinna, father of the 
city of Naash, brother of Esiom, the 
Kenevite. These are the men of Re- 
chab.” ‘In what respect Caleb, son of 
Hur, is called son of Jephunneh the 
Kenerzite, we must, I suppose, be content 
to be ignorant. 
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s.¢. Caleb I., in marrying Ephrath, intermarried with the family 
of Mareshah, the representative of the elder line of Judah’: the 
“sons of Mareshah” include Hur, the father of Caleb II., the 
founder of Hesron. 

§ 286. Here, however, it is to be remarked that, while in all the 
other genealogies the contemporaries of Moses occupy the 4th, 
5th, or 6th grade from the patriarchs, Joshua, whose pedigree 
occurs at 1 Chr. vii. 22—-27, seems to be full nine generations 
removed from Ephraim, son of Joseph. Now this is indeed just 
possible, on a general view ; for, supposing him 40 years old at the 
Exode, there will be, according to our chronology, about 220 
years from the birth of Ephraim to the birth of Joshua, which 
will give 20 years as the average of each descent. And it might 
aleo be added, that this remarkable multiplication of the seed 
of Ephraim, accords with, and attests the fulfilment of, the 
benediction pronounced upon him by Jacob, Gen. xlviii. 19. A 
little consideration, however, will show that the fact is not as 
it seems to be. ‘‘And the sons of Ephraim; Shuthelah, and 
Bered his son, and Tahath his son, and Eladah his son, and 
Tahath his son, and Zabad his son, and Shuthelah his son, 
and Ezer and Elead, whom the men of Gath that were born in 
that land slew, because they came down to take their cattle. 
And Ephraim their father mourned many days, and his breth- 
ren came to comfort him. And when he went in unto his 
wife, she conceived and bare a son, and called his name Beriah, 
because it went ill with his house. And his daughter's name was 
Sherah, who built Bethhoron the Nether and the Upper, and 
Uzzen-Sherah. And Rephah was his son, also Resheph, and. 
Telah his son, and Tahan his son, Laadan his son, Ammihud 
his son, Elishama his son, Nun his son, Joshua his son.” 
Now, at first sight, it would seem as though the writers 
placed the birth of Beriah after the slaying of six or seven 
successive descendants of Ephraim, son, grandson, great- 


ee ee ee oe 


1 The reading of the LXX. at iv.31, | where the LXX. must have read 


curiously falls in with this view. “ The " ὲ 
ἽΓΠΕΝ for “FF FVTAY> being misled 
sons of Selah, son of Judah; Er, and by their knowledge oy. fact, that 
Laasdah, father of Maresha, καὶ γενέσεις | jtareshsh and Ephrath were closely con- 
οἰκείων Εφραθαβάκ τῷ οἴκῳ Ἐσοβά. The nected.—This is very like what was no- 


Hebrew isY277 ΓΥΤ ΓΙ NMDWO: | ticed above, p. 286 f. concerning Rechab. 
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grandson, &c., which slaughter Ephraim outlived, and, after 
it, still begat a son! But this is so absurd, that we must 
needs look out for some other way of stating the facts. And 
the truth seems to be, that the genealogy sets out with 
naming the first-born Shuthelah; then adds the line of his 
descendants, five in all; then goes back to name the other 
sons of Ephraim, and, accordingly, repeats the name of 
Shuthelah, the first-born, as a sufficient intimation to the reader 
that the two following names are of Ephraim’s sons, not of 
Zabad’s: so that the connexion is, “The sons of Ephraim 
were Shuthelah (of whom came five descendants, namely, 
Bered, &c.) Shuthelah, 1 say, and Ezer, and Elead.” These 
two last are the persons whom the men of Gath slew, &c.: 
ὁ. 6. they are Ephraim’s own sons, who were slain in the life of 


their father, namely, in Egypt’. 


Ephraim 
1 Shuthelah......2, 3. Ezer, Elead 4 Beriah 

Bered Rephah and Resheph 

Tahath Telah 

Eladah Tahan 

Tahath Laadan 

Zabad Ammihud 
Elishama 
Nun 
Joshua. 


Now, in the census held just before the Eisode, Numb. xxvi., 


were born in Palestine. Then all is 
beautifully consistent.”. How κοῦ when 


1 Movers, tiber die Chronik, Ὁ. 239, 


gives up the difficulty as past remedy. 
Havernick, Einleitung, ii. 1, 181, ex- 
plains it thus: “the Ephraimites wené 
down (rTP) to plunder the herds of 
the Gathites; the incident therefore falls 
in the time of the residence of Ephraim 
[the tribe] in Palestine; and the words 


ΥΝΔ opin must be understood ac- 
cordingly. To refer them to the Gathites 
is incongruous. Nemo ignorabat Gathi 
incolas co avo natos fuisse in Palestina, 
Clericus in]. They belong then to the 
descendants of Ephraim, and contain a 
limitation of what precedes : the Gathites 
slew those descendants of Ephraim who 


20 


it is added, “ And Ephraim their father 
mourned them many days ;” this must 
mean the Patriarch, not the tribe. I sup- 
pose the words “born in the land” to 
refer to Egypt, é.¢. to Goshen: the 
Philistines came from Caphtor, in the 
immediate vicinity of Goshen, and what 
the writer says is this : “The Philistines, 
who now inhabit Gath, but at that time 
were natives of the land (Caphtor), came 
down to seize the cattle of the sens of 
Ephraim, and slew Ezer and Elesd in 
the foray.”.—Besides, on Havernick’s 
view, Joshua is 20th from Ephraim ! 


τὲ 
τι 
ν᾿ 

: 


306 FROM THE CALL TO THE EXODE. [cr vi. 


we find four families of the tribe of Ephraim: “of Shuthelah, 
the family of the Shuthalhites; of Becher, the family of the 
Bachrites; of Jahan, the family of the Tahanites : these 
are the sons of Shuthelah. Of Eran, the family of the 
Eranites,” 0. 86. But the LXX. and Samaritan, in the last 
of these names, have 7 where the Hebrew has“: 1», “of 
Edan, the family of the Edanites.” With this compare our 
passage of the Chronicles : 

Ephraim 

Beriah 

Rephah 

Telah 

Tahan 

Laadan, Mm, LXX. τῷ Aaaédy, evidently a confusion of two read- 

Ammihud ings, τῷ ‘Addy, which I take to have been the original 

om reading, and Λααδὰν a marginal gloes. 

an 
Joshua. 


Hence, I conceive that at py> there begins a fresh line 
of the genealogy, intimated by the preposition 5, the line of 
Edan, another son of Ephraim’, founder of the house of the 
Edanites, to which Joshua belonged. Thus, Joshua is sixth 
from the patriarch of his tribe. 

Joseph 
Ephraim 
Edan 
Ammihud 


Elishama: captain of the host of Ephraim, Numb. ii. 18. 
Nun 


Joshua. 


And each line of the genealogy terminates at the sixth or 
seventh descent. 


IQ δι wm O&O bo = 


1 Joseph 
Ephraim 
3 Shuthelah...... Beriah...... Edan 
4 Bered Rephah Ammihud 
5 Tahath Telah Elishama 
6 Eladah Tahan Nun 
7 Tahath Joshua. 
8 Zabad. 


' Nay, possibly not another ; for this TW may be the same as the WR whom 
the men of Gath slew. ‘7 
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The LXX.in Numb. xxvi., omits all mention of Becher 
and the Bachrites, who, perhaps, are represented by the 
name Bered in the Chronicles, as “23 might easily be 
corrupted into 73. The Tahanites of Numbers might be 
the house of Tahan, son of Beriah, but that the following 
clause clearly refers all three families to Shuthelak. By the 
transition from “These (before-mentioned) are sons of Shu- 
thelah,” to “and of Edan, the father of the Edanites,” 
Edan is put on the same line with Shuthelah, and thus inti- 
mated to be a son of Ephraim. 

§ 287. Lastly: the Edomite genealogy in Gen. xxxvi. 
1 Chron.i., is entirely in agreement with the shorter computation. 
Moses in v. 1—8, gives ἃ summary of the history of Esau 
in Canaan down to the settlement in Seir: υ. 9—14. A 
sketch of Esau’s family-history in Seir: v. 15—19, the 
names of the tribes of the Edomites, each of which took its 
name from a son of Esau, and had its ὃν Alluph, or 


chieftain, 6. g. chieftain of the tribe of Teman, &c. At Ὁ. 
20—80. we have the genealogy of Seir the Horite, with the 
tribes descended from him, and their Aluphim: then 31—39, 
the Edomite kings: lastly, ὁ. 4043, the abodes of the Edom- 
ite chieftains are given. The genealogy does not imply that 
Edom was governed first by dukes, then by kings, then again 
by dukes, but only that the nation, divided into tribes, each 
having its chieftain, was from Esau to Moses governed by 
kings in an elective monarchy. Their succession was as 
follows :-— 

Bela, s. of Beor, name of his city, Dinhabah. 

Jobab, s. of Zerah of Bosrah. 

Husham of the land of Temani. 

Hadad, s. of Bedad, who smote Midian in the field of Moab, name of 

his city, Avith. 

Samlah, of Masrekah. 

Saul of Rehoboth by the river. 

Baal-hanan, s. of Achbor. 

Hadar, name of his city, Pau; wife, Mehetabel, d. Matred, d. Mezahab. 


The last, who is described more fully than the rest, and 
without any mention of his death or successor, is doubtless 
that king of Edom who was reigning at the close of the 40 
years in the Wilderness; of whom Israel requested a passage 
20——¢2 


~ 
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through his border, Numb. xx. Thus, between the death of 
Esau and the accession of Hadar, there are seven reigns. 
We will suppose that Esau died about the same time as 
his brother Jacob, ¢. 6. about 200 years before the Exode: 
then from the death of Esau to the time when Moses sent 
his embassy to the reigning king, we have about 240 years, 
ὁ. 6. full 30 years to each reign, which for an elective monarchy 
is an ample allowance. 

§ 288. I have been the more anxious to vindicate the 
ancient Catholic and Scriptural Chronology on this point, be- 
eause 80 many modern critics and commentators, believers as 
well as rationalists, haye agreed to abandon it. The question, 
I think it may be said, is now set at rest. 

Since, then, the 480 years are not dated from the de- 
scent into Egypt, but from some other event, which Moses 
evidently supposes would be present to the thoughts of his 
readers, there can hardly be a question what event he con- 
templates. The Exode was the fulfilment of a promise, and 
this we find in the xvth chapter of Genesis. The day in 
which Abraham, being justified by faith, fell mto a trance, 
and heard the voice of God saying to him, “Know of a 
surety that thy seed shall be a stranger in a land that not 
theirs, and shall serve them, and they shall humble them four 
hundred years, and aleo that nation, whom they shall serve, 
will I judge; and afterward shall they come out with great 
substance,” and saw, in his vision, the smoking furnace, and 
burning lamp passing between the victims,—the type of the 
Pillar of Cloud and Fire—surely, this alone can be the day to 
which Moses looks back in that emphatic statement, ‘“ That 
selfsame day the children of Israel came out by their armies'.” 

In the Introduction we assumed, as a corollary from the 
scheme there described, that the time of this momentous 
incident, the epoch of the sojourning of the Patriarchs in the 
land of Promise, lies two years after Abraham’s entrance 


into Canaan, that is to say, when Abraham was 77 years 


' Compare Gen. xv. 12, ‘‘When the | day it came to pass...It is a night to be 
sun was going down...”” 17. ““ When the | much observed to the Lord,” &c. Also, 
sun went down, and it was dark,’ with | Gen. v. 18: ‘‘/n that same day the 
Ex. xii. 41, 42; ‘It came to pass at the | Lord made ss covenant with Abraham.” 
end of the 430 years, even the self-same 


— 
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old, and therefore 28 years before the birth of Isaac. 
Then, since Jacob, born when Isaac was 60 years old, was 
himself 130 years old when he stood before Pharoah, it follows 
that the day of the Promise lies 23+60+130=213 years be- 
fore the descent into Egypt, and this 217 years before the 
Exode. This adjustment, however, depends upon the assump- 
tion that the term of “two years after the Flood,” at the 
end of which Arphaxad was born, Gen. xi. 10, is to be 
understood of complete time, reckoned from the end of the 
Flood (or rather, from its consummation, as will be ex- 
plamed in the sequel): for, if they are reckoned from the 
beginning of the Flood, the symmetry of the scheme will 
require the assumption of an interval of three years, perhaps 
even four, between Genesis xii. and xv: in which case the 
Ist year of the 430 will begin with the 79th or 80th year 
of Abraham, and the descent into Egypt will lie at the 
end of 212 or 211 years. But 1 abide by the original 
assumption, the truth of which will hereafter be attested by 
a remarkable “economy.” 


ἡ 289. 

B.c. 2093. Abraham born. 

2018. Abraham, 75 years old, departs from Haran, to which place he 
had previously gone from Ur of the Chaldees, Gen. xi. 31— 
xii. 5: comes to Sichem, thence to a place between Bethel 
and Ai: thence advances southward, and, in consequence of 

2017. 8 famine, descends into Egypt, where he makes no long stay, 
xii. Returns to Beth-el. Lot separates from Abraham, xiii. 
At this time the cities of the plain were revolted from Che- 
dorlaomer, to whom they had been subject 12 years, xiv. 

2016. 1. Chedorlaomer’s invasion, and battle with the kings of 
these cities. Abraham rescues Lot. Melchizedek blesses him, 
xiv: Tas worp or THE Lorp ΟΟΜῈΒ To ABRAHAM: THE 
Promise, xv. 

2007. Abraham 86 y. Ishmael is born, xvi. 

1994. Abraham 99 y. The covenant renewed: circumcision or- 
dained, xvii. The visit of the Three Angels, xviii. Destruction 
of Sodom, xix. Abraham journeys southward : second denial 
of Sarah, xx. (in Gerar). 

1993. Isaac is born (in Beer-sheba), xxi. Long sojourn in the land 
of the Philistines, v. 34. Abraham offers up Isaac, xxii. 
The time is not specified: the next event is the death of 

1956. Sarah, 127 y. (Abraham 137 y.) xxiii. 
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1954 Isaac marries Rebekah, xxv. 20. Abraham marries Ketursh. 

1934 Esau and Jacob born, xxv. Isaac removes to Gerar in con- 
sequence of 8 famine: denies his wife, xxvi. 

1918. Abraham dies, 175 y., xxv. 7. 

1894, Esau 40 y. marries, xxvi. 34. 

1870. Ishmael dies, 137 y., xxv. 17. 


§ 290. At this point, the chronological thread is dropt, 
for Isaac’s age, at the time of xxvii. 1, is not mentioned. 
This information, however, is casually supplied a long way 
further on in the history. When Jacob came into Egypt, 
he was 130 years old, xlvii. 9—28: at that time, 7 years of 
plenty and 2 of famine were elapsed, xlv. 6: at the beginning 
of the 7 years of plenty Joseph was 30 years old, xh. 46. 
Hence when Jacob was 130, Joseph was 39 years old; ¢ 6. 
Jacob was 91 years old when Joseph was born. Still, 
unless we know the exact point of Jacob's history belong- 
ing to this latter event, we cannot adjust the chronology 
precisely. It happens that it és known: for “it came to 
pass when Rachel had born Joseph, that Jacob said unto 
Laban, send me away that I may go unto mine own place,” 
&c. xxx. 25, ἐ. 6. Joseph was born just at the end of the 
second servitude of seven years, xxxi. 41. Jacob therefore 
was 91 years old when he had been with Laban 14 years, 
therefore was 77 years old at the time of his departure from 
his father Isaac, who was consequently at that time 137 years 
old. And here an interesting mark of the truth of the 
narrative offers itself to our notice. Isaac lived to the age 
of 180 years, xxxv. 28. Yet, at the age of 137, he thought 
himself old and likely to die soon: “Behold,” said he, “1 
am old, I know not the day. of my death:” xxvii. 1. The 
foreboding of the patriarch—-which was shared by Esau, ο. 41, 
and Rebekah Ὁ. 45—is explained by the fact noticed at 
xxv. 17: Isaac had now arrived at that age at which his 
brother Ishmael died. | 


§ 291. 
p.c. 1856. Isaac, 137 y., blesses Jacob and Esau, 77 y. Jacob flees to 
Paden-Aram, xxvii. xxviii. Esau goes to Ishmael [to his 

family] and marries his daughter, xxviii. 6. 
1849. Jacob having served 7 y., marries Leah and Rachel, xxix. 
20-30. Leah bears Reuben, Simeon, Levi, Judah. Bilhah 


§ 290-292. ] 
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bears Dan and Naphtali, to Rachel. Zilpah bears Gad and 
Asher, to Leah. Leah bears Issachar, Zebulan, and Dinah. 

1842 Rachel bears Joseph, xxx. 25'. Jacob serves 6 y. for his 
cattle; 20 y. in all, xxxi. 41. 

1896 The departure from Padan-Aram, xxxi. Jacob 97 y. wrestles 
with the Angel. xxxii. Interview with Esau, xxxiii. Comes 
to Succoth, and there builds an house, v.17. Hence to Sha- 
lem, 8 city of Shechem, “ When he came from Padan-Aram, 
and pitched his tent before the city, and he bought a parcel 
of a field where he had spread his tent, of the children of 
Hamor...and he erected there an altar.” xxxiii. 17—20. 


§ 292. Before we proceed, it is necessary to look for- 


ward a little. 


In the next chapter we find Dinah, who 


was born just before the end of the 14th year in Padan, 
grown up to marriageable age. Did then the residence in 
Succoth and Shalem occupy a period of at least 8 years? 
Suppose it: then since the incidents of xxxiv.— xxxv. are mani- 
festly continuous,—the departure from Shechem, a residence 
at Bethel, a journey from Bethel to Ephrath, Rachel’s death 
there, and the arrival at Hebron where Isaac was still living 
—are we then to suppose that Jacob - suffered so long a time 


1 Leah’s first four conceptions evident- 
ly followed in the shortest possible time 
(See Levit. xii. 1—4), so that the birth 
of Judah took place at the end of 4x9 
months + 3 x 46 days, or 1,200 days after 
her marriage. The three last, in like 
manner, occupied a period of 3x 9 months 
+ 2x 40, or 890 days. Seven years con- 
tain 2,556 days, so that the interval be- 
tween the birth of Judah and the con- 
ception of Issachar may be 466 days; 
suppose it, however, to be 420 days. Of 
course this is not sufficient for four births, 
two by Bilhah, two by Zilpah, which 
the narrative relates consecutively, as if 
they all intervened between the birth of 
Judah and the conception of Issachar. 
But, in truth, the text implies nothing 
of the kind: in all likelihood it was 
when Leah became pregnant for the 
fourth time, that Rachel had recourse to 
the expedient of a substitutive birth, so 
that Bilbah’s first child was born soon 


after Judah. Leah, who, when she per- 
ceived (about 60 or 70 days after the birth 
of Judah) that she was not about to be- 
come a mother again, might naturally 
suppose that she was to have no more 
children, would presently resort to the 
same expedient ; thus Zilpah’s first child 
would be born at the end of not more 
than 340 days from the birth of Judah ; 
and a second conception might follow 
some weeks before the expiration of the 
remaining 80 out of the 420 days, so that 
Zilpah’s second was parallel in part 
with Leah’s fifth pregnancy. Bilhah’s 
second child was perhaps born about the 
eame time as Zilpah’s first. The whole 
story, therefore, is perfectly compatible 
with the order of nature : this was shewn 
long ago, by Usaher and Petavius, but 
all the old cavils are reproduced by the 
modern German infidels. See Heng- 
stenberg, Auth. des Pentat. 2, 351. 
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to elapse ere he visited his father, after an absence in Padan 
of twenty years? Proceed a little further: in the history 
of Joseph it comes out incidentally, xxxvii. 14, that Jacob 
was with his father at a time when, Joseph being 17 years 
old v. 2, Jacob was 108, and Isaac therefore 168, that is, 
twelve years before the death of Isaac. Now since, from the 
arrival in Canaan to Joseph’s 17th year are 11 years, it is 80 
far possible that the residence in Succoth and Shalem, down 
to the time of the slaughter at Shechem, may have occupied 
8 years, and the other incidents, to the arrival at Hebron, 
not more than three years; and in this view, only the notice 
of Isaac’s death will be anticipative, xxxv. 29, as was that 
of Abraham’s death, xxv. 7. We may also suppose that 
Jacob, soon after his arrival in Canaan, and at other times, 
did the duty of a son by his aged father, although no visit 
is expressly mentioned before xxxv. 27. But, in truth, this 
view of this matter is attended with considerable difficulties. 
For the unprejudiced reader cannot but feel, in reading 
the history of Joseph in the xxxviith chapter, that Joseph is 
there represented as being at that time Jacob’s youngest son: 
‘“‘ Jacob loved Joseph, because he was the son of his old 
age.” The description is much more applicable to Benjamin, 
who was born full 14 years later than Joseph. Nor is this 
all; but Rachel herself, who died in giving birth to Benjamin, 
is spoken of as still living in Joseph’s 17th year. ‘Shall I 
and thy mother, and thy brethren, indeed, come to bow our- 
selves down unto thee!’ v.10. There is yet another circum- 
stance which is consistent with these. Throughout the 
story of Joseph’s interviews with his brethren in Egypt, 
Benjamin is spoken of as a “lad” “3, nay, once he is ex- 
pressly termed a “little one,” ἸΏ. At the time of these 
interviews, Joseph was 39 years old, so that if the birth of 
Benjamin occurred ever so short a time before Joseph’s 17th 
year, this “little one” was a full-grown man, 22 years old. 
§ 298. It cannot be doubted then, that the story of 
Joseph is beautifully consistent in this respect. We begin 
it, with the feeling (obscured, however, by the previous men- 
tion of the birth of Benjamin and death of Rachel) that 
Joseph was his father’s youngest son, and his mother still 
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alive: and in the end it appears that our feeling was correct : 
Joseph at 17 years old, must have been the youngest son, in 
virtue of the fact that 22 years later his brother Benjamin was 
still “‘a little one.” It follows then that at chap. xxxvii. the 
history goes back to an earlier point—earlier, that is, than 
xxxv. 16. Consequently it precedes the whole of chap. xxxv., 
for the incidents of ο. 1—15. are continuous. Therefore it 
precedes chap. xxxiv. for the departure to Bethel took place 
from Shechem, and in consequence, as it seems, of the 
occurrences related in that chapter. But the concluding 
incidents of chap. xxxill. are continuous, and the last of them 
is expressly referred to the time of Jacob's return from 
Padan. Consequently, chap. xxxvil. les between the arrival at 
Shechem and the slaughter of the Shechemites. In this view 
of the facts, it comes out that Jacob really did what as a 
good son he must have done: he suffered no long time to 
elapse after his return ere he visited his aged sire: nay, he 
took up his abode at Hebron. The story is consistent too, 
in respect to Dinah. It now appears that it was after the 
report of Joseph’s death that Jacob removed to Shechem 
(from Hebron) ; Dinah, born in the same year with Joseph, 
was then 17 years old; in the prime of maidenhood.— 
Besides: after the slaughter of the Shechemites, which 
caused Jacob to say, “ Ye have made me to stink among 
the inhabitants of the land, and I being few in number, they 
shall gather themselves together against me, and slay me, 
and I shall be destroyed, I and my house,” and, for fear 
of this, to depart thence—surely he was not likely to send 
his sons and their flocks into that part of the country 
very soon. Yet, this he did, if the events of the 37th 
chapter are posterior to those of the 34th. For xxxvii. 12. 
‘“‘Joseph’s brethren went to feed their father’s flock in 
Shechem, and Israel said unto Joseph, Do not thy brethren 
feed the flock in Shechem? Come, and I will send thee 
unto them.” And this, αὐ most three years after his retreat 
from Shechem, for we cannot suppose Dinah (and Joseph) 
less than 14 years old at the time of chap. xxxiv. Let 
any one read again the expression of the old man’s alarm 
in the 30th verse of that chapter, and say whether it is 
at all probable that he would send not only his other sons, 
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but his beloved Joseph, into a neighbourhood which he had 
reason to think so dangerous! On the other hand, if chap. 
xxxvii. les between xxxii. and xxxiv., the circumstance of 
the flocks being at Shechem is accounted for. Jacob had 
bought a place of residence there, and had entered into 
friendly relations with the inhabitants. Perhaps he left the 
flocks there with his sons, as their usual or frequent place 
ef residence, when he himself went to reside, with Joseph, 
at Hebron, in attendance upon his father. And lastly, I 
cannot forbear remarking that in the departure from Hebron 
to Shechem, after the tidings of Joseph's death, we seem to 
discern a beautiful trait of the history. Shechem, as the 
scene of Joseph's death, had a strong attraction for the fond 
old man, who said, “I will go down to the grave to my son 
mourning.” 

§ 294. But, it will be asked, if the fact be eo that the 
whole of chap. xxxvii. is contmuous with chap. xxxiii., how is 
it to be accounted for? The answer is obvious. At the 
death of Isaac, or rather, 12 years later, a new and most 
important scene of the history begins. The sojourn of Israel 
in Canaan is now at an end, the sojourn in Egypt is hence- 
forth the subject of the history. The former, Moses traces 
down to the death of Isaac, and adds, (as before in the 
case of Ishmael, after the death of Abraham, xxv. 12—18.) 
an account of the descendants of Esau and their prosperous 
destiny; which he concludes with this emphatic remark, 
xxxvi. 31, xxxvii. 1: “These are the kings that reigned in the 
land of Edom before there revgned any king over the children of 
Israel: and Jacob dwelt in the land wherein his father was 
a stranger, in the land of Canaan.” That is, “while Esau 
was multiplying into a mighty nation, Jacob was still a 
stranger and a sojourner as his fathers were. Nay, even at 
this day, here in the Wilderness, while as yet Israel has 
no king, and is not numbered among the nations, the dukes 
and kings of Esau reign in Mount Seir. Nevertheless the 
promise stands sure; the elder shall yet serve the younger.” 
Then begins the new section of the history: 37 NHN mdr, 
‘‘These are the generations of Jacob:” as if he had said, 
‘Here follows the history of the descent of your fathers 
into Egypt, and how the foundations of the chosen nation 
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were there laid.” For the origins of this great crisis, the 
first link in the chain of providential causes, he goes back to 
the circumstances which carried Joseph into Egypt. And 
because it was fit that these should be related in this con- 
nexion, therefore he reserved them for this place when he 
arrived at that point of the story (between xxxiii. and xxxiv.) 
to which they belong in the sequence of time. This, which 
is manifestly the plan of the history, is not interrupted by 
the insertion of chap. xxxviii., the story of Judah; for that 
also belongs to the toldoth of Jacob: it was necessary to 
relate somewhere the memorable circumstances belonging to 
the birth of Jacob's grandsons in the line of Judah, who 
were born just before the migration into Egypt; and this 
was the only fit place. It could not be put before chap. 
xxxvil., for its importance consists in its reference to the 
descent into Egypt, the history of which ought, of course, 
to begin with Joseph’s dreams:- nor could it be inserted 
anywhere after chap. xxxix. without giving a painful check 
to the intense interest of the story of Joseph. It is 
placed therefore where a full and ominous pause ensues, 
and at a point where no more of the incidents of the 
sojourn in Canaan are to be related, except those which 
hang upon the thread of the destinies of Joseph—‘“‘At that 
time,” it is said, “Judah went down from his brethren, &c.” 
The time here intended may very well coincide with the time 
of Joseph's deportation. For Judah who was born 1846 s.c., 
more than 4 years before Joseph, was now past the age of 
21 years: and we have 22 years remaining, which are suf- 
ficient for the birth of Judah’s three sons, the marriage of 
the two elder to Tamar, and after a while (v. 12—14.) the 
birth of the twins Pharez and Zarah to Judah: but not 
more than eufficient, for Judah's departure from his brethren 
Ὁ. 1. evidently lies after the time of chap. xxxvii. 26. Hence 
the birth of Pharez and Zarah must be placed just before 
the descent into Egypt. 


§ 295. 
5.0. 1836 Between this year and 1825, Jacob is settled at Hebron. 
1825 Joseph’s dreams, xxxvii. He is sold into Egypt. Judah 
separates from his brethren, and marries Shuah, xxxviii. 
Birth of Er, Onan, and Shelah, 1825—1822. Jacob removes 


316 


Cir. 1815 


1814 


1813 
. 1812 


Cir. 1807 


1805 
1804 
1803 


1786 
1782 
1666 
1626 
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from Hebron to Shechem: the slaughter of the Shechemites 
by Simeon and Levi, xxxiv. Jacob departs from Shechem, 
and is commanded to remove to Bethel, xxxv. 1. 

Departure from Bethel, to Ephrath: Rachel dies in giving 
birth to Benjamin, v. 16—-20. Jacob removes to Edar ; thence 
to Hebron. 

Joseph has been some time in prison, xxxix; interprets the 
dreams of the butler and baker, xl. (two years before Pha- 
raoh’s dream, xli. 1.) 

Isaac dies, xxxv. 28. 

Pharach’s dream: Joseph advanced: seven years of plenty 
begin, xli. 

“ Judah took a wife for Er his first-born,” xxxviii. 6. Death 
of Er and Onan. Joseph’s two sons born. 

Seven years of famine begin. 

First descent of the Patriarchs into Egypt, xii. 

Second visit: Joseph discovers himself: Jacob and his house- 
hold descend into Egypt, xliii—xlv. 

Jacob dies, 147 y. xlvii. 28. 

Joseph dies, 110 y. ἢ. 26. 

Moses born. 

Moses 40 y. flees to Midian, Acts vii. 30. 


CHAPTER VII. 


THE PERIOD FROM THE CREATION OF ADAM TO 
THE CALL OF ABRAHAM. 


296. Or the tract of time which reaches from the crea- 
tion of the First Man to the epoch of the Abrahamic Covenant, 
a period of equal extent with that which has engaged our 
enquiry in the six preceding chapters, the only record which 
has come down to us is the brief narrative contained in the 
first eleven chapters of Genesis. Compendious as this is, it 
comprises an exact outline of Chronology. The measures of 
the period from Adam to the Deluge, and thence to the 75th 
year of the life of Abraham, are furnished by two connected 
genealogical tables, Gen. v. and xi: and a page or two would 
suffice for all that is to be said on this part of our subject, but 
for the circumstance—remarkable in itself and calling for ex- 
planation—that these tables exist in no less than three conflict- 
ing forms, involving a difference of many centuries in the 
computation. We have therefore to determine, on critical 
grounds, which of these forms, whether the Masoretic Hebrew, 
the Alexandrine Greek, or the Samaritan Hebrew, contains 
the true enumeration: and further, we must endeavour to 
account for the existence of the conflicting estimates. The 
reader is already aware that the Hebrew text alone is adopted 
in this work: ‘we will first draw out its contents in a tabular 
form; and in a separate section state and discuss the question 
as it relates to the Alexandrine and Samaritan Chronologies. 


SECTION I. 


THE GENUINE HEBREW CHRONOLOGY OF THIS PERIOD. | 


In the first place it is requisite for the exactness which is 
contemplated in this enquiry, to ascertain the precise place of 
the juncture between the two series of times, that is to say, the 
exact terminus ad quem of the antediluvian period, and terminus 
a quo of the post-diluvian genealogies. Upon a cursory inspection 
of the text, we get the following items: from Adam to the birth 
of Noah, 1056 years; thence to the beginning of the Flood 600 
years (as it seems); for the duration of the Flood, 1 year; 
then, “two years after the Flood,” Shem begets Arphaxad ;— 
but whether the year of the Flood is included in the two, is 
open to conjecture; lastly, from the birth of Arphaxad to the 
time when “Terah, 70 years old, begat Abram, Nahor, and 
Haran,” the text of Gen. xi. numbers 290 years. Taking each 
item im years complete, we get a sum of 1949 years. Then, 
if Abraham was really born when Terah was 70, a further term 
of 75 years, or 2024 years in all, will bring us to the time of 
Abraham’s entrance into the Promised Land. 

§ 297. But in truth the birth of Abraham lies 60 years 
later. Moses himself intimates as muoh hy interposing the 
mention of Terah’s death, and age at death, between the de- 
parture into Haran, and the departure thence into Canaan: 
Gen. xi. 31. “And Terah took Abram his son; and Lot &c... 
and they went forth with them from Ur of the Chaldees to go 
into the land of Canaan, and they came unto Haran and dwelt 
there. And the days of Terah were 205 years, and Terah 
died in Haran. And the Lord said unto Abram, &c.” It is 
said, This mention of Terah’s death is but a prolepsis, he must 
have died sixty years after the Call. But the pomt is (to me, 
at least) decided by the express statement of St. Stephen, Acts 
vii. 1—4. “The God of glory appeared unto our father 
Abraham when he was in Mesopotamia, before that he dwelt 
in Charran. And God said unto him, Depart from thy country 
and from thy father’s house, and come hither into a land which 
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I shall shew thee. Then he departed from the land of the 
Chaldeans, and dwelt in Charran. And thence after his father’s 
death He caused him to remove into this land in which ye 
now dwell.” For need I remark that this statement, like 
those of St. Paul which we have previously considered is, to me, 
no mere echo of ἃ rabbinical or Alexandrine exegesis, but an 
utterance of His Spirit Who “hath marked out the appointed 
times "If then, Terah’s death at the age of 205 years, imme- 
diately preceded Abraham’s departure into Canaan at the age 
of 75 years, it follows that Abraham was born when Terah 
was—not 70, but—130 years old. 

The conclusion does not contradict the statement in the 
26th verse: only, we must now understand Moses there to say 
that Terah at the age of 70 years began to have sons, and that 
three sons were born to him, of whom Abraham, as pre-eminent 


and the subject of the ensuing history, is named first!—It is 


! Down to the time of Ussher, chrono- 
logists and commentators in general were 
strangely blind to the true construction 
of this part of the history. S. Jerom. 
Trad. Hebr. in Genes. states the diffi- 
culty (i. ¢. Abraham was born when 
Terah was 70, but Abraham at the age 
of 75 entered Canaan after the death of 
Terah at the age of 205) and calls it in- 
dissolubifis questio ; and Joseph Scaliger 
asid of it, Eliam expectandum esse qui 
nodum solvat. Yet certainly the truth 
was not unknown to some of the ancients. 
The authors of the Samaritan text saw 
that the sojourning in Canaan began at 
the death of Terah, but they cut the knot 
by an audacious corruption of the text, 
substituting the number 145 for 208. 
In one text (for there are more than one) 
of the LXX chronology, the Cal} was 
certainly placed at the end of Terah’s 
205th year, i. 6. at his decease, infra 
§ 307. Josephus too, in one of two out- 
lines of the chronology which oceur in 
his writings, must necessarily be sup- 
posed to have proceeded upon the same 
view, § 319. Philo Judzus (de Migrat.) 
says explicitly, obdéva τῶν ἐντοτυχηκό- 
τῶν τοῖς νόμοις ἀγνοεῖν εἰκὸς, ὅτι πρό- 


τερον μὲν ἐκ τῆς Χαλδαϊκῆς ἀναστὰς γῆς 
“Αβραὰμ ᾧκησεν εἰς Χαῤῥάν, τελεντή- 
cavroe δὲ αὐτῷ τοῦ πατρὸς ἐκεῖθι 
καὶ ταύτης μοτανίσταται. 80 
Chrysost. Hom. in Genes. 31 and 36, 
and Procopius Gaseus in Genes. who 
writes thus on the passage: “ How is it 
to be understood that Terah is said to 
have begotten Abraham at the age of 
70, and died aged 205; since at that time 
Abraham was not 135 but only 75 years 
old? It is evident that Terah begat 
Haran (ita legendum) at the age of 70 
complete, and Abraham not immediately 
after, but at the age of 130. Moses does 
not mean to represent Abraham as the 
first-born, but puts him foremost as 
first and chief, and the main object of the 
ensuing history.” 8. Augustine also, 
although he seems to have held that 
Abraham was born when Terah was 70, 
states, as worthy of consideration, the 
same solution of the difficulty : Potest ef 
sie solvi, quoniam soriptura que dicit: 
Cum esset Thare annorum LXX genuit 
Abram et Nachor et Aran, non stique 
hoc inielligi voluit, quia eedem anno 
etatie sua omnes tres genuil; sed ex 
quo anno generare cepit cum annum 
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remarkable that from Shem to Terah Moses has gaid nothing 
of the death of the preceding patriarchs; when therefore we 
find him mentioning Terah’s decease and his age at death, one 
naturally thinks his design was to let us know that this patriarch 
died before Abraham left Haran’. 


§ 298. 


In the Introduction to this work it was assumed, 


that the period from the Flood to the Promise, Gen. xv, is one 


commemoravit scriptura. Fieri autem 
potest, ut posterior generatus sit Abra- 
ham, sed merito excelientia..prior fuerit 
nominatus. Quest. in Genes. These 
passages are cited by Ussher, Chronol. 
Sacr., cap. vii. On the other hand, one 
text of the LXX, one outline of chrono- 
logy in Josephus, and that of Demetrius, 
§ 315, evidently place the birth of Abra- 
ham at Terah’s 70th year. So do the 
Christian writers, Theophilus of Antioch, 
Africanus, Eusebius, Prosper Aquitan, 
Syncellus, and perhaps Clement of Alex- 
andria (infra § 316 ff.). Origen ad- 
vances a curious solution of the difficulty : 
he makes Terah 70 years old at the birth 
of Abraham, but affirms that the 75 
years of Abraham are dated, not from 
his natural birth, but from his Θεογνωσία. 
Sel. in Genes, xi. 26, comp. 6d. vi. 9, 10. 
οὐκ ἐλογίσθη els ζωὴν ra ἑξήκοντα ὅτη 
τὰ πρὸ τῆς Θεογνωσίας αὐτοῦ : in other 
words, Abraham was truly 135 years old 
at the Call. (Mr. Greswell, iii. 439, 
mistakes the meaning of the passage. ) 
This solution is tacitly adopted by Je- 
rom, 7'rad. Hebr. in Genes.u.s. Ez 
illo tempore ei dies vite et tempus repu- 
tatur etatis, ex quo confessus est Domé- 
num, spernens idola Chaldeorum. The 
rabbins acknowledge that the death of 
Terah (in some sense) preceded the Call; 
but, say they, it was spiritual death, in 
respect of idolatry, not natural. Syn- 
cellus adopts the same explanation : 
Abrahan, he says, attained to the know- 
ledge of God when he was 60 years old ; 
then he broke the idols of his father, and 
convinced him of the folly of idolatry. 
Terah then accompanied him into Haran, 


but relapsing into idolatry, remained 
there to the day of his death, sixty years 
after Abraham’s departure into Canaan. 
In the Apoeryphum Thare (Cod. Pseu- 
dessigr. V. T. i. 336) the story is related 
(in substance) thus; “ When A. was 14 
years old, érav ιδ΄, Θεογνωσίας ἀξιωθεὶς, 
he reproves Terah’s idolatry, breaks his 
idols, and departs with him out of 
Chaldea: on their arrival at Haran, 
Terah dies.” We must evidently read 
od’, 74; else there is an interval of 60 
years between the departure from Ur 
and arrival at Haran. (This passage, 
therefore, is unsuitable to Mr. Greswell’s 
purpose, Diss. iii. 439.) 1 may add, that 
in the vulgar Jewish chronology, this 
fabulous incident of the idols is referred 
to Abraham's 49th year. (Some curious 
solutions, by modem writers, of the sup- 
posed difficulty in respect of Acts vii. 
are stated and discussed by Ussher, 
U. 8.) 

1 A further argument to the same 
effect would result from the fact that 
Sarah was but ten years younger than 
Abraham, were it certain, (as indeed it 
seems highly probable) that Sarah is 
identical with Iscah, daughter of Haran, 
see Gen, xi. 28, 29. So Josephus, Ant. 
i. 7, and the rabbins understand it, and 
most of the Christian Fathers, S. August. 
de Civ. Ὁ. xvi. 12. 19. The authors of 
the Seder Olam Rabba meet this objec- 
tion to their scheme with this monstrous 
absurdity : Qutm ad annorum sex ata- 
tem Haran excrevisset, accepit uxorem : 
que pepertt εἰ annorum oclo existent, 
uno anno Lotum, altero Jescham que et 
Sarah est! 
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of 430 years, symmetrical with the 430 years from thence to 
the Exode: 4.¢. since we have made out 427 or 428 years, 
that the eventa related in Gen. xii—xiv. occupy a period of 
2 years, or 3 at most: consequently, that Abraham’s 78th 
year and the first year of the 430 begin together: whence 
it followed that the time of sojourning in Canaan after the 
Promise was 213 years (or 215 after the Call), and the time 
of sojourning in Egypt 217 years. I see no reason to depart 
from this arrangement; but the reader may be apprised that, 
if he thinks a term of 2 years not enough for the occurrences 
of Gen. xu. and xiv., the cyclical symmetry may still hold good 
upon either of the following views of the facts: 1. The 
Promise, Gen, xv., may be placed as much later than the time 
of Gen. ΧΙ]. as may seem necessary :—in this case the time of 
sojourning will be divided between Canaan and Egypt in a 
different proportion, ¢.g. if the Promise be assigned to the be- 
ginning of Abraham’s 81st year, the portions will be 210 and 
220, and then the dates s.c. of the several events will have 
to be placed 3 years earlier; the birth of Isaac, 1996 3.c.; 
of Jacob, 1936; of the descent into Egypt, 1806. Or, 2. It 
may be assumed that the 430 years are reckoned from the 
Call, and that the departure from Haran occurred 2 or 3 years 
after the death of Terah, thus making 430 years from the 
Flood to the Call, Gen. xii. But I have stated my opinion, 
and by that I abide. 

§ 299. The 480 years of sojourning were complete to 5 
day, “ that self-same day” on which Abraham received the Pro- 
mise, and saw the great Vision of the Exodus of his seed, even on 
that day the Vision was accomplished.” If this period was the 
counterpart, of another of the same length preceding it, had 


sis Nisan locutus est Deus cum Abraha- 
mo inter frusta. Tanchuma, fol. 23-4. 


1. The following note was accidentally 
omitted in its proper place, at c. vi. § 268. 


The Rabbins assign this covenant to the 
night of 15 Nisan (afterwards passover- 
night). Pirke R. Elieser, c. 28. R. Je. 
huda disit: Ilia nox qua Deus 5. B. 
Abrahamo apparuit fuit nox Paschalis, 
qua edusit eum foras, dicens, an nume- 
rare poles omnem exercitum calorum ὃ 
Seder Olam Rabba, c. 5. Die xv. men- 
21 


Die xv. mensis Nisan feedus inter Deumet 
Abrahamum sancitum est inter sectiones 
animantium, g.d. Ex. xii. 41. Et fac- 
tum est (YPD) in fine. YD INN YP 
terminus unus fuit omnibus his rebus.— 
Schittgen. de Messia, vi. 4. ὃ ἃ. t. fi. 
p. 560. 
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this earlier one also 108 point of departure on “the self-same 
day!” Jt had. For let us observe the notes of time, ΒΟ minute 
and doubtless significant, with which Moses accompanies the 
history of that awful year. ‘On the 17th day of the 2nd 
month, the fountais of the great deep were broken up, and the 
windows of heaven were opened.” “The rain was upon the 
earth 40 days and 40 nights.” “The waters increased upon 
the earth 150 days.” ‘‘ And God remembered Noah and all 
that were with him in the ark, and God made a wind to pass 
over the earth, and the waters assuaged; the fountains also of 
the deep, and the windows of heaven were stopped, and the 
rain from heaven was restrained ; and the waters returned from 
off the earth continually, and after the end of the 150 days 
the waters were abated; and the ark rested ta the 7th month, 
on the 17th day of the month, on the mountaine of Ararat.”. 
That the form of year intended in these dates was lunar, does 
not admit of a doubt. The Jews, and Semitic nations gene- 
rally, knew no other; certainly their year was of this form at 
the time when the book of Genesis was written and delivered 
to them, and of course they would refer these day-names to 
their own calendar. But not the: month-numbers; for a new 
enumeration in that respect was established at the Exode. 
Abib, or passover-month, was thenceforth to be the first month 
of the year. It follows that it was not till then accounted the 
first month; and if so, the frst month, as reckoned till then,. 
ean have been no other than the corresponding month of the 
other half of the year, the month of the autumnal equinox, of 
the early rain and seed-time, as Abib or Nisan is that of the 
vernal equinox, the latter rain and barley-harveet. That is, the 
ancient Hebrew year began before the Exode, with the month: 
afterwards numbered 7th, and called Ethanim and Tisri, agree- 
ably with the usage of the other nations of Western Asia from 
time immemorial, which continued among the Jews themeelves 
in civil matters, and in the regulation of the sabbatical and 
jubilean cycle. Hence the seventh month in the year of the 
Flood was the month Abib. Its 17th day was the ecl/-eame day 
on which, in the fulness of time, God led His people safe through 
the waters of the sea. The leraelites assuredly would mark the 
coincidence: and one can scarce doubt that. Moses points to. 
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this in the words above cited, vi. 1—-4, where we are told 
how on this day, the last of the 150, God remembered Noah, 
caused His wind to blow and the waters to abate, and the ark 
to rest on Mount Ararat. This day, then, seems to be marked 
in the narrative itself as the partition of the two cycles; the 
boundary between the times of the Old and New World. The 
judgment was consummated, the chosen seed of the New World 
rested in safety. 

§ 300. But the period contained in the genealogies of the 
Old World reaches to the 600th year current, not complete, of 
the life of Noah (supra, p. 10 and note). We have, therefore, 
a period of 1655 years, ending at the Ist day of the year of the 
Flood: and the entire period is 1655 years 6 months and 16 
days. That is to say, the series of the mundane zra bears date 
from the let day of Tisri, 1655 years before the Ist Tisri of 
the year of the Flood. I do not mean to say that the very day 
of the creation of Adam is hereby determined, but only that the 
years of Adam and of our race are dated from that point of time. 

We have now the equation between the two eras, a.m. and 
p.c. The Exode is dated 15 Nisan, 1586 8. c., consequently 
the date of the ark’s resting on Mount Ararat is 17 Nisan, 
1586 + 860 = 2446 8.c. And since the years 8.c. bear date 
from 1 January, the 1 Tisri of the year of the Flood lies in 
2447 ».c., and the 1 Tisri of the first year of Adam in 4102 
B.0.3 ἦν. 6. 1 a.m. begins 1 Tisri 4102 3.c., and reaches to 1 
Tisri 4101 3.0., whence 1 Tisri 8.0. 1 is the beginning of 4102 
a.M., and J a.p. begins 1 January 4102 a.m. Any date there- 
fore between 1 Nisan and 1 Tisri of a given year z.c., will be 
referred to the wra Δ. »., by deducting the year s.c. from 4102 ; 
but if the date lie between 1 Tisri and 1 January, we must add 
1 to the remainder. In like manner, any date between 1 Tisri 
and 1 January of a given year a.D., will be referred to the era 
a.™., by addmg the year a.p. to 4102; but if the date lie 
between 1 Jan. and 1 Tisri, deduct 1 from the sum. Thus the 
day of the Exode, 10 April 1586, lies in a.m. 2516, and the 
dedication of Solomon's Temple, 15 Tisri 1006, in a. u. 3097 ; 
so the day of the Crucifixion, 18 March a.p. 29, lies in a.m. 
4180, and the Ist Tisri a. p. 32, in a.m. 4134. 

§ 301. Hence we have the following dates for the period 
before the Flood. 

21—2 
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A.M. 
1. 


§ 302. 


B.C. 
4102-1. 


3972-1. 
3867-6. 


3777-6. 


. 3707-6. 
. 3642-1. 
3480-79. 
. 3415-4, 
. 8228-7. 


3172-1. 


. 3115-4. 


3060-59. 


. 8046-5 


2962-1. 
2867-6. 
2812-1. 
2680-79. 
2567-6. 


. 2546-5, 
. 2545-4, 


2451-0. 
2447. 
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The first year of the Mundane ira, and of the life of 
Adam. Whether the years of Adam are reckoned from 
his creation, or from the expulsion from Paradise, is lcft 

undecided. 

Cain and Abel. 

Birth of Seth. 

Birth of Enos. “Then began men to call upon the name 

of the Lorp.” ὁ | 

Birth of Cainan. - 

Birth of Mahalaleel. 

Birth of Jared. 

Birth of Enoch. 

Birth of Methuselah. 

Birth of Lamech. 

Death of Adam, 930 y. . 

Translation of Enoch, 365 y. | 

Death of Seth, 912 y. [Bisection of the period from Adam 

to the Promise.] 

Birth of Noah. | 

Death of Enos, 905 y. 

Death of Cainan, 910 y. 

Death of Mahalaleel, 895 y. 

Death of Jared, 962 y. . 

The ark begins to be prepared (120 y.) 

Noah's eldest son is born (500 y.) 

Shem is born. 


‘Lamech dies, 777 y. 


Methuselah dies, in his 968th year. | 
The Flood, in the 600th year of Noah, 99th of Shem. 


The death of Abel must be supposed to have not 


long preceded the birth of Seth, since Eve regarded Seth as the 
substitute “for Abel, whom Cain slew.” In that case there 
will be no difficulty in explaining Cain’s exclamation, “ every 
one who findeth me shall slay me.” In 120 years after the 
Creation, the earth may have had a considerable. population. 
It agrees with this view, that Cain after the birth of his son 
builds α city. The Cainite genealogy need not be supposed to 
extend to the Flood; perhaps it was intended only to trace the 
descent down to the time when the arts and modes of civilized 
life (so called) were invented and established in the line of 
Cain, 1.6. to the time described in Gen. vi. 1—6, when “the earth 
was filled with violence.” It seems that the song of Lamech, 
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that heaven-defying expression of a Tifanian arrogance, is left 
on record as a token of the insolent confidence which was in- 
spired by the invention of the arts of deadly warfare. 


Adah and Zillah hear my voice, ° 

_ Give ear unto my speech ye wives of Lamech. 
I will slay the man because of my wound, 
The child because of my hurt. 


“ Man and child, old and young, will I strike dead for the 
slightest hurt done unto me.” Therefore, 


If Cain shall be avenged seven-fold, 
Surely Lamech seven and seventy-fold. 


“1 am safer with my weapons of war than Cain with the terror 
of God's curse.” . But we may well suppose that there lies 
some deeper mystery in this brief record of Cain and his seed. 
This, and that other dark history concerning the sons of God, 

T must leave untouched, and proceed with the proper eubject of 
this chapter. 


ᾧ 303. ° In the year of the Flood we have the following dates 
and numbers. | 


vii. 3—10. A pause of'7 days. 
12,17, Rain 40 days. - 
24. Tha waters prevailed 150 days; “at the end of the 160 days 
| the waters were abated.” viii. 3. 


The sum is 197 days. Now it was on the 17th day of the 
2nd month, that is, on the 47th day of the year, that Noah en- 
tered the ark, and the fountains of the great deep were broken 
up, and the windows of heaven were opened, v. 11; and on the 
17th day of the 7th month the ark rested, viii. 4. The inter- 
val reckoned in months of 30 days is 150 days. Hence it 
might seem that the pause of 7 days began on the Ist day of 
the year, that the 40 days’ rain followed, and after these,. on 
the 17th of the 2nd month, Noah entered the ark, and the 
windows of heaven were opened, ὅσο. ‘But this would contradict 
the narrative, for the 40 days’ rain evidently began on the day 
that Noah entered the ark. __ 

We must, therefore, arrange the times in this way : 
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40 days, to the 10th of the 2nd month (Δ. μ. 1656. B. c. 2447) 
ἢ days suspense to the 17th day. The Flood begins. Noah enters the ark. 


40 days rain. 
110 days the waters prevail. 


150 days, ending’ at the 17th of the 7th month. (17 Nisan, a. ™. 1656, 
B. 0. 2446.) 


The year being lunar, the interval is in fact but 148 days, 
or it was on the 149th day current, that the ark rested: but 
this discrepancy is of no moment. . 

vill. 5. The waters decreased till the 10th month, Ist day; 
100 days from the ark’s resting. 

v. 6. At the end of 40 days (10th day of 11th month, 
t.6., of the month afterwards called Ad, the 5th month,) Noah 
opened the window and sent forth the raven and dove. 

e. 10. Seven days later, the dove was sent forth the second 
time ; and at the end of another week, the third and last time: 
24th of 11th month. 

e. 18. On the Ist day of the new year, (a week after the 
departure of the dove,) the face of the ground was dry. 

e. 14. On the 27th of the 2nd month Noah issues from 
the ark, after a sojourn of a lunar year and 10 days, or ὦ com- 
plete solar year. | . 

§ 304. “Shem was 100 years old and begat Arphaxad 
2 years after the Flood,” xi. 10. If these two -years are 
measured from the beginning of the Flood, so that the birth of 
Arphaxad lies in the year 1658, one year after the egress from 
the ark, the Table then proceeds as follows : 


A.M. BO. 

1657. 2446-5. Noah issues from the Ark, 27th of 2nd month, (Oct. or Nov.) 
1658. 2445-4. Birth of Arphaxad. 

1698. 2410-09. Birth of Salah. 

1723. 2880-79, Birth of Eber. 

1757. 2346-5. Birth of Peleg. The earth divided in his days (239 y.). 
1787. 2316-5: Birth of Reu. 

1819. 2284-3, Birth of Serug. 

1849. 2254-3. Birth of Nahor. 

1878 2225-4. Birth of Terah. 

1948. 2155-4. (Terah’s eldest son is born.) 

1996. 2107-6. Death of Peleg (239 y.) 

1997. 2106-5. Death of Nahor (148 y.) 
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2006," 2007-6, “Death of Noah (950 y.) 

2008. 2005-4, Birth.of Abraham. 

2026. 2077-6. Death of Reu (239 y.) 

2049. 2054-3. Death of Serug (230 y.) 

2083. 2020-19. Death of Terah: Abraham departs to Canaan. 

2084. 2019-8. Abraham in Canaan—after, in Egypt. 

2065. 2018-7, Separation of Lot. 

2086. 2017-6.’ The war at Sodom. Lot resqued, Tha Promise, 15 Nisan, 
. 2016, 3, 6, 


. $805. The brief notice concerning Peleg, “in his days 
was the earth divided,” is interesting in several pointe of view. 
That division can be no other than the one which is related in 
Gen. xi. 1 am aware that some haye taken a different view, 
supposing the confederacy and dispersion of the Babel-builders 
to have concerned only the godless posterity of Ham. This is 
a novelty which I only notice to object to it the ancient and 
universal consent of interpreters, Jews and Christians, who have 
taught, agreeably with the obvious import of the story, that all 
mankind were of one speech and language, and as yet formed 
one community, until the time of that impious attempt; in 
which, however, it by no means follows that the godly seed of 
Noah and Shem took part. The earth was not divided until that 
time, and it was divided in the days of Peleg. The time, then, 
of the dispersion of nations lies somewhere in the 239 years of 
that Patriarch, or between 2846 and 2107 5... Within this 
period, therefore, we are to seek the origin of nations and em- 
pires. In a future stage of our inquiry it will be an interesting 
question how far the genuine records of ancient nations accord 
with this determination. But with respect to Peleg we may 
now remark a manifold significance of the name of this Pa- 
triarch. It means “ division,” with an express reference to the 
division of the earth: but it seems to have a further signifi- 
cance in these respects :— 
1. Peleg is central between Noah and Abraham ; 


Noah Peleg Abraham 
Shem Reu 

Arphaxad Serug 

Salah Nahor 

Heber Terah 


2. At Peleg the term of human life is abruptly diminished 
the second time. Arphaxad, the first-born after the Flood, lived 
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not half the term of the antediluvian lives: at Peleg it is re- 
duced from an average of about 450 years to 239. Hence 
Peleg, the 4th from Aphaxad, dies before all his ancestors, and 
even 10 years before Noah: and the middle year of his life is 
also that of Arphaxad: also, if the life of Eber be divided into 
3 equal parts, the first ends at the central year of Peleg, the 
second at the death of Reu, and the whole life 4 years after 
the death of Abraham. The Rabbins and old commentators 
suppose, not unreasonably, that the name of Peleg’s brother, 
Joktan (TO), relates to this diminution of the term of man’s 
life. 

We will suppose then, that the great event in reference to 
which Peleg has his name occurred about the middle of his life, 
1.6. about 220 years after the flood. Hereafter we shall have 
occasion to point out an interesting fact connected with this 
hypothesis: at present 1 have but to remark that the interval 
here supposed between the dispersion of nations and the Call of 
Abraham is amply sufficient for the growth of populous nations 
and the foundation of considerable empires. For in 100 years 
from the Flood, the population would have grown from 3 males 
to 400, if it doubled its numbers but once in 14 years. In the 
second century, since all the males who lived in the first century 
were still in the vigour of life, the term of doubling cannot 
have been more than half what it was in the former century. 
Hence at the end of this century the population might number 
400 x 2" or about 205,000 males; and at the 220th year, it 
would number, at the same rate, more than 7 times as much, 
or ἃ million and a half of males. These dispersed over the 
world, and still living on an average 200 years each, are abund- 
antly sufficient to have overspread the territory of the most 
ancient nations with a numerous and civilized population in the 
course of about 200 years from that time. For it is to be re- 
membered that the antediluvian arts of civilization were of 
course preserved among the descendants of Noah. 

§ 306. The annexed Table exhibits at one view the con- 
tents of the genealogies in Gen. v. xi., so as to shew at the same 
time the relative ages of the Patriarchs and the contemporary 
durations of their lives. 
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SECTION II. 


EXAMINATION OF THE ALEXANDRINE AND SAMARITAN CHRONOLOGIES. 


§ 307. Tue following Table exhibits the discrepancies of 
the Masoretic-Hebrew, Alexandrine-Greek, and Samaritan-He- 
brew texts of the genealogies. Besides the numerical differ- 
ences, it should be observed that in the post-diluvian period the 
notice καὶ ἀπέθανα is added to the mention of each residue - 
thus “Shem lived after ho had begotten Arphaxad 500 years, 
and begat sons and daughters, and he died.” Tho Samaritan, 
here as on other occasions, out-vies the Greek, by expressing 
the whole sum of life of each Patriarch, in the form of words 
used in the antediluvian genealogies: thus “Shem lived after 
he had begotten Arphaxad 500 years, and begat sons and 
daughters, and all the days of Shem were 600 years, and he 
died :” and so each term of the genealogy ends with the for- 
mula, ‘non mw (..--.) (oe es «) DY OD THM, 


HEBREW LXX, SAMARITAN 
GEN. RES 8UM GEN. RES. SUM. |GEN. BES. SUM 
Adam.....ccscccevecoee 180 800 930 | 230 700 990 | 180 6800 930 
Beth c......sccsccseees 105 807 912 205 707 912 | 105 807 912 
FEEN08 ..... 0. οννονοονοον 90 815 905 190 715 905 90 815 906 
CAINAN ..ccccsccvecces 70 840 910 170 740 910 70 840 910 
Mahalaleel ......... 65 890 695 | 165 730 806 | 65 830 805 
DATO «..csscvccssvacees 162 800 962 162 800 962 62 785 847 
Enoch ...ccccccsesees 65 300 365 165 200 365 65 800 365 
167 902 
Methuselah ......... 187 782 960 tier μα 969 | 67 658 720 
Lamech. ..........s000. 182 895 777 188 565 753 53 600 653 
Noah .. 600 600 600 
Sum......... 1656 [32 1907 
2262 
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HEBREW. LXX. | SAMARITAN. 
GEx. RE. SUM. GEN. RES. GUM. GEN. REG. SUM, 

Shem after the flood 3 500 600 3 500 600 2 600 600. 
Arphaxad ......00000 35 403 488 | 135 400 535 |] 135 903 438 
fCainan].......... ww “- [190 380 460) 
Salah ........ceccsssere 90 409 483 | 190 390 460 | 190 308 433 
Eber ....ccccccssscveee $4 430 464] 134 270 104 134 270 404 
Peleg.....ssscescssee 30 209 239 | 130 209 339 | 120 10) 239 
Rea .....0. seccecees . 82 207 299 | 182 207 339 | 182 107 239 
Berg ......ἀὁονονουοσοοο $0 200 230 | 180 200 3830 | 130 100 290 

79 
Nahor cccssesssessees 29 119 148 {1709 125 304 | 79 60 148 
Tetabi..ccccccccoeessees 70 195 2085 70 185 25 | 70 7% 145 

Sam... .. 203 { 942 (or 1042) 942 
[1172] 


In the Hebrew and Samaritan texts of these genealogics, 
there are no various readings of any importance: in the LXX, 
it will be seen, are three, by which the chronology is seriously 
affected. For these may give rise to no leas than eight con- 
structions: viz. the period from Adam to the 70th year of 


Terah may be, 
2242 ΟΣ, 2242 ΟΥ̓́, 2242 ΟΣ, 2242 
942 1042 1072 1172 
3184 9294 9914 3414 
or, 


2262 oor, 2262 oor, 2262 or, i 2262 
942 1042 1072 1172 


8204 9904 9994 9494 
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- So that, if we determine in favour of the LX X on the 
whole, it -will be mecessary to ascertain which of these eight 
constructions is agreeable to the mind of Moses. — 

It seems that in the majority of existing’ MSS. the genera- 
tion of Methuselah is given as 167 years. Syncellus. says that 
the number 187 existed -in his day in a few unimportant MSS., 
arava ols ov dec πέιθεσθαι. This is by no means true; it 
appears still in some fifteen extant MSS., especially i in the most 
ancient codex of all (C. Cottonian., of the 4th or 5th century), 
in the Coislinian (7th century), in the MS. of the ‘Catena of 
Nicephorus, and twelve others: also in ‘the Edd. Aldm. and 
Alexandr. and in the Slavonic and Armenian versions of the 
LXX. Moreover, the number 187 appeared in St. Augustine's 
time (tn Genes. Qu. 2.) in Codd. latinis paudioribus sed veraci- 
ortbus: it is cited by Chrysostom; given by Africanus without 
remark; appears in the text of Theophilus of Antioch (§ 316) 
and of Josephus ; and, lastly, is traced up to the second century 
Β. 0. in the summary of Chronology given by Demetrius, which 
reckons 2264 years from Adam to the Flood (ᾧ 315). 

The post-diluvian Cainan appears in most of the existing 
MSS. at Gen. x. 24; xi. 18. 1 Chron. i. 24. The interpolation 
is certainly ancient, being implied in the scheme of Demetrius, . 
and perhaps in that of Clement of Alexandria. . Yet there 
must have been an equally ancient text of the LXX in which 
it was omitted: the existence of this Cainan is ignored by the 
Samaritan text (based on the LX X), by the Alexandrine Philo, 
Josephus, Theophilus of Antioch, Africanus, Origen’, Eusebius, 
the author of the Hypomnesticon, Hilarion, Epiphanius’*, Julius 
Pollux (Chron.) and other later writers. Moreover, S. Jeroth, 
speaking of the discrepancies between the LX X and Hebrew, 
takes no notice of this very considerable one. Several extant 
MSS. and versions omit the clauses relating to Cainan in Gen .x. 
and xi, and Holmes cites about a score of authorities for 
the omission in 1 Chron. i. 24°, 


™ Origen makes Noah the tenth, and 3 Har. 55, §6.(Melchisedecit.) ina list 
Abraham the twentieth from Adam; of | of the Patriarchs. Yet, in other places, 
course, therefore, he omitted Cainan. Itis | Epiphanius mentions this Cainan : Her. 
remarkable that Berosus makes the same | 66. § 84, and 1. § 4. 
statement; and his information was pro- 8 The name appears in all MSS. and 
bably derived from the text of the LXX. ! versions of 8. Luke iii. 36; with the sole 


ᾧ 307.) 388 

Lastly, the century prefixed to the 79 years of Nahor, is 
wanting in the scheme of Demetrius, in the Samaritan text and 
in the lists of Theophilus, Africanus and others, in the Catena 
of Nicephorus, one uncial and about thirty other MSS., .in edd. 


ALEXANDRINE AND SAMARITAN TEXTS. 


Aldin. and Alexand. and the Slavon. Arab. Copt. Armen. and 


exception of the Codex Bexa, which in 
this place possesses no authority, (Its au- 
thor evidently intended to rid our Savi- 
our’s genealogy of all its difficulties ; 
accordingly, he has substituted all the 
names, from David to Joseph, as given 
by 8. Matthew, for those given by 5. 
Luke, thus cutting the knot he could not 
untie. With the like intent, he strikes 
out the name Cainan, and so gets rid of 
that difficulty.) In what manner those 
earlier Fathers, who rejected or ignored 
the Cainan of the LXX, solved the diffi- 
culty in respect of S. Luke (supposing 
the name to haye existed in their copies 
of the Gospel), I cannot say : on a some- 
what similar occasion (Acts vii. 14, con. 
cerning the 75 souls of Jacob’s family), 
we find S. Jerom alleging that 8. Luke 
gave what he found in the LXX, because 
that was the only text of SS. known to 
‘the Gentiles for whom he wrote. Faci- 
lis exousafio est: non enim debuii 5. 
Lucas, qui ipsius historia scriptor est, 
in gentes...volumen emitiens, contrari- 
unm aliquid scribere adversus eam ecrip- 
suram que jam fuerat gentibus divul- 
gata. Et utique majoris opinionis illo 
duntarat tempore LXX Interpretum 
habebatur auctoritas quam Luca, qui ig- 
notus et vilis, ef non magne fidei in na- 
tionibus ducebaiur, Hoc autem gene- 
raliter observandum, quod ubicunque 
sancti Apostoli aut A postolici virt loguun- 
tur ad populos, his plerumque testimoniis 
abutuntur, que jam fuerant in gentibus 
divulgata, Quest. Heb. in Gen. Per- 
haps he found the same excuse for 8. 
Luke here ; but as Pearson reminds us, 
it is not enough to ercuse the Inspired 
Writers; they must be defended and 
cleared from imputation of error. Vene- 
rable Bede felt this, and declares himself 
unequal to a solution of the difficulty. 


Lucas testimoniis Gracis utitur potius 
quam Hebrais. Ex quo accidit quod 
mazime miror et propter ingenti tardi- 
tatem vehementissimo stupore perculsus 
nescio perscrutari, qua ratione cum in 
Hebraica veritate a diluvip usque ad 
braham decem tantum generationes in- 
veniantur, ipse Lucas, qui Spiritu Sanc- 
to calamum regente nullatenus falsum 
scribere potuit, undeocim generationes, 
justa LXX Interpretes adjecto Cainan 
tn Evangelio ponere maluit, Comment. 
in Act. Apost. Quid horum sit verius 
aut. utrumque verum esse possit, Deus 
noverit, Some attempts at a reconcilia- 
tion of S. Luke with the Hebrew may be 
seen in Spanheim. Dud. 23.§7. Light- 
foot Hor. Hebr.in LucAii. Ussher.Chron. 
Sacr, 22. The Romanists, it seems, are 
sorely perplexed here by that pitiable de- 
cree of the Council of Trent which de. 
clares the whole text of their Sixtine Vul- 
gate canonical and infallible. For this 
text, of course, has Cainan in Luke iii., 
and has him nof in Genesis. They usu- 
ally reconcile the two passages, by saying 
that Arphaxad begat Cainan at the age 
of 18, and he Salah at the age of 17, and 
that Moses, for some reason, omitted the 
name of Cainan. Harduin says, “in or- 
der to avoid the scandal which the early 
marriage of him and his father might 
have given at that day : it was, however, 
teinstated in the genealogy of S. Luke, 
who thought that at his distance of time 
there was not occasion for delicacy !°’— 
That the name Cainan was extant in 
some copies of the LXX before S. Luke’s 
time, seems unquestionable: and I am 
inclined to agree with those who think 
that S. Luke’s text was interpolated here 
from those copies. Certainly there is 
reason to believe that the seventy-seven 
names which compose the extant list, 

(though 
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Sahidio versions. (Orie Arab. and Copt. and Theophilus Ant. 
have 75.) The (interpolated) text of Josephus has the century 
(the number is 120), Clem. Alex. also seems to haye read 179 
(9 817.) 

§ 808. It is scarcely necessary to remark that during the 
first centuries of the Church, the Alexandrine chronology was 
implicitly followed by the generality of Christian writers. It 
could not be otherwise, for not only was the original text un- 
known to all but the Hebrew Christians, but the LX-X version 
was held to possess Divine authority. Origen stands alone, in 
the first three centuries, as a Hebrew scholar, and he alone de- 
parted from the LX X. He seems to have received the Hebrew 
enumeration in the antediluvian period, and the Greek or Sama- 
ritan after the Flood. (He wished to make out a period of 4900 
years from the Creation to the destruction of Jerusalem.) After 
Origen, S. Jerom, Trad. Heb. in Genes. declared for the Hebrew 
verity (he too was a learned Hebraist), affirming that the Greek 
text erred in its enumeration of the years of the Patriarchs. 
S. Augustin. de Cio. Dei xv. 14, speaks on the same side: 
Ia wunerorum varictas quae inier Codices Hebrovos iavenitur σέ 
nostros, δὲ guid habet ita diverewm ut utrumque verwm este non 
possit, rerumgestarum fides ab ea lingua repetenda est ex qua tnier- 
pretatwn est quod habemus. Yet the Eusebian Chronology 
seems to have prevailed even in the Western Church several 
centuries after S. Jerom, insomuch that our own Venerable 
Bede, for following the Hebrew, was accused of heresy: ἃ lasci- 
vientibus rustiois inter pocula horeticus denctarciur, quod rene- 
garet in sexta ctate seculi Dominum Salvatorem in carne venisse. 


He appealed to the Hebrew verity, per Origonem prodiia, per 
Hieronymum edita, per Augustinum laudata, δὲ per Josephum 
confirmata: quibus ego tn rebus taltbus nullos invenio doctiores. 
(Usserii Chronolog. Sacra, cap. ii, p. 12.) 


(though they existed in S. Augustine's | connects with the received tradition about 
time, for he notices the mystical number 1 the 72 nations of the dispersion, Her. 
11x 7) did not all exist at an earlier | iii. 88. The statement is repeated by 
period : for Africanus omits at least two, | Prodentius, Septenos decies conscendit 
Matthat and Levi, Rell, Sace. iii, 114 f., | Christus in ortus Et duo, nam totidem 
and Ireneus counted but 72: Propter | doctores misit in orbem. Apotheosis, 
hoc Lucas genealogiam septuaginia duas | 1004. (Greswell, Diss, ii. 98 ff.) 
generationes habere ostendit : which he 
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The Council of Trent by decreeing, under anathema, the 
infallibility of the Latin Vulgate (based on S. Jerom’s ver- 
sion) has virtually perpetuated this chronology in the churches 
of the Roman obedience. In our own church, and in the 
Protestant communities, the Hebrew chronology is embodied 
in the several versions of Scripture. From time to time, 
however, learned voices have been raised in favour of the 
Alexandrine scheme. Vossius, who contended for the Divine 
authority of the LXX, imputed the discrepancies of the He- 
brew text to wilful corruption on the part of the Jews. Among 
ourselves, the learned and laborious Jackeon maintained the 
cause of the Greek text, and laid it as the foundation of his 
soheme of chronology. At the close of the last century, Dr. 
Hales followed in the same track, pretending however to re- 
construct the genuine Alexandrine text from that of Josephus. 
And within theese few years, a much more learned and judicious 
writer, Dr. Rumell, in his Connection of Sacred and Profane 
History, has put forth an elaborate defence of the Alexandrine 
against the Masoretic text. In a review of this work, which 
appeared fifteen years since, one of our critics wrote thus: 
“That the chronology of the Septuagint is the true, and that 
of the Masorete Jews a late and a corrupt one, there can be wo 
reasonable doubt. It is now the received opinion of αὐ learned 
men, by none of whom has the absurdity of the Hebrew chro- 
nology been more evidently demonstrated than by our author 
(Dr. Russell) in the work now before us.” British Critic, 
Vol. τὰ. p. 899. (1828). To claim all the reasonableness and 
learning of the age on behalf of the Greek text was somewhat 
rash: within a year or two, Mr. Greswell in his Dissertations 
declared for the Hebrew verity as the sole rule and measure of 
Bible chronology, and Mr. Clinton in an Appendix to his Fasté 
Hellenics, ably argued the question, and delivered a full and 
satisfactory answer to all the objections usually adduced against 
the Hebrew chronology. I shall here notice only the chief of 
these objections, which shall be stated, for the most part, in the 
words of Dr. Russell and his reviewer. 

§ 309. 1. “One of the most decisive reasons for reject- 
ing the Hebrew chronology, is the difficulty of supposing the 
world to have been in the advanced state of political civilization 
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which it appears to have attained in the days of Abraham, sup- 
posing no longer period to have elapsed from the deluge than 292 
years.” (British Critic, ib. 403). The writer surely does not 
mean to place the birth of Abraham at the 71st year of Terah? 
Abraham was born 352 years after the Flood; which makes 
@ material difference. This argument, however, I have suffici- 
ently answered already (ᾧ 298). 

2. It is assumed that the framers of the present Hebrew 
text set out with the deliberate intention of shortening the ante- 
diluvian period to the amount of six complete centuries. For 
this purpose ‘it was only necessary to subtract 100 years from 
the generation of six of the antediluvian Patriarchs, and to add 
the same to the residue of their lives. But to accomplish this 
object without falling into the monstrous absurdity of extending 
the lives of Noah’s father and grandfather beyond the Flood, it 
‘was found indispensable to allow their generations to remain un- 
altered; and thus, while Enos is represented aa becoming a 
father at 90, Cainan at 70, and Malaleel at 65, Methuselah does 
not behold his progeny until he has attained the maturer age of 
187, nor Lamech until he has reached his 182nd year. The 
management which had become necessary to adjust the appli- 
cation of the scheme to the peculiar circumstances of every case 
betrays the vitiating hand of the Rabbi. The exceptions, in 
fact, expose the corrupt intention of the general principle on 
which the innovation proceeded ; for ag Enos lived to the age of 
905, Cainan to 910, and Malaleel to 895, we can see no cause 
why they should have married 100 years earlier than Methuselah, 
whose sum of life was not much greater, and more especially 
than Lamech, who died at the age of 777. We can discover 
no intelligible grownd for these singularities ; but we can perceive 
at the first glance a powerful reason why the generations of 
Methuselah and Lamech should not be shortened and the re- 
sidue of their lives lengthened; and we conclude that the 
hundred years were not taken from the former and added to 
the latter, merely because such a change would have extended 
the duration of their lives considerably beyond the limits of the 
antediluvian world.” (Russell, i. 86.) ‘ We can see no cause,” 
and “we can discover no intelligible grownd”—surely, this is a 
kind of argument which it were better to discard from our con- 
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sideration of Scripture: and the cases to which it is here ap- 
plied are’in fact mere assumptions. We have no warrant for 
saying that the generations of the Patriarchs are calculated 
from the age of their first-born sons: on‘the contrary, as Seth 
was not Adam’s first-born, so neither, it may be, was Enoch the 
eldest-born of Jared, nor Lamech of Methuselah, nor Noah of 
Lamech. After rejecting these assumptions, there remains 
only the fact, that the Masoretic genealogies differ from the 
Alexandrine in a certain way, and the writer's opinton concern- 
ing that fact, namely, that the qrtifice by which the discrepancy 
was produced is chargeable on the rabdins. It is not a conclu- 
sion, but a primd facie view of the facts: it says only, Assume 
the LXX text to be the original, then the Masoretic variations 
may be explained thus and thus. In just the same manner we 
might say, Assume the Hebrew to: be the true text, then the 
discrepancies of the LXX are referable to this and this inten- 
tion: for argument, the question remains where it was. 

3. Equally inconclusive is the argument in respect of the 
post-diluvian genealogies; viz. that according to the Hebrew 
text, the first four Patriarchs outlived all the five following ones: 
as if ‘the vitiating hand of the rabbi” were betrayed by this 
gross improbability, the result of his tampering with the genu- 
ine numbers. The whole “improbability” disappears as soon 
as we perceive that at Peleg a new ra of human existence 

. How is it improbable that the Almighty, at the time 
when He dispersed the nations, should suddenly reduce the du- 
ration of human life by accelerating the mortality of the gene- 
rations which were thenceforth to be born? This done, and the 
law which regulated the age of fertility being supposed to re- 
main, the fact of that long survival of the earlier Patriarchs was 
& necessary consequence of that interference of Divine Provi- 
dence. That the life of Noah reached almost to the year of 
Abraham’s birth, and that Shem outlived the Call of Abraham 
75 years, so that he was contemporary with Isaac 50 years, these 
results of the Hebrew chronology are interesting in a high de- 
gree; if they were openly recorded in the narrative they would 
not be called in question; why then should they be disputed 
because they are only involved, not expressed? It is easy to 
conceive that some purpose of Divine Providence was designed 
in an arrapgement in virtue of which the father of Jacob may 
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have conversed many years with Shem, the contemporary for 
near a century of Methuselah, who conversed with Adam more 
than 240 years. Adam to Methuselah, Methuselah to Shem, 
Shem to Abraham and Isaac: these would be the three links 
of the chain by which the tradition of God's wondrous works 
descended to the fathers of Israel. 

§ 310. The question of motive and inducement is next to 
be considered. With what design did the rabbins vitiate the 
text? What was to be gained by the curtailment of the chro- 
nology? We are told that it was done in a spirit of contro- 
versy, with intent to defraud Christians of an argument of our 
Lord’s Messiahship. But really one is at a loss to understand 
what this so formidable argument may have been. Of course, 
it is perfectly true that the generality of early Christians 
held the world to be designed for a duration of 7000 years, 
of which the 7th, or ¢he millennium, was to be the time of 
Christ's kingdom and the great Sabbath on earth'. Messiah 
was to come at the expiration of the sixth millennium: so the 
Jews as well as the Christians of that age believed. Now the 
early Christians generally held, in virtue of the Septuagint chro- 
nology, that the birth of Christ occurred at the middle of the 
sixth millennium. What then? was it an argument of the 
Meesiahship of Jesus of Nazareth, that He was born when the 
world was 5500 years old? No doubt it was a matter of deep 


1 This notion was regarded with favour 
by many of the early Christians. The 
earliest allusion occurs in the Epistle of 
8. Barnabas, C. XV. ἐποίησεν ὁ Θεὸς ἐν 
δξ ἡμέραις τὰ ὄργα τῶν χειρῶν αὐτοῦ 
ΜΌΝ τοῦτο λόγει, ὅτι συντελεῖ ὁ Θεὸε 
.Kupios ἐν ἑξακισχιλίοις ὄτεσι τὰ πάντα" 
ἡ γὰρ ἡμόρα παρ' αὐτῷ χίλια τη. Where 
the reader may consult the note οὗ Cote- 
derius, who refers to 8. Irenaeus, v.28, 29, 
S. Hippolyt. in Cod. 202. Phot. Bibi. 
Eustath. Hexaém, p. 55. Quast. et Re- 
spons. ap. 8. Justin M.c. 71. Cedreni 
Hist. init. Lactant. Inst. vii, 14, 25. 
Epitom. 10. Hilarion. Matt. 18, 20. 
S. Hieronym. Ep. 139 ad Cyprian. and 
Comm, in Micha. c.iv. Quest. Vet. et 
NV. T. δρ.8. Augustin, ὦ, iv. qu. 106, fin, 


Gandent. Brix. Tvact. 10. Cassioder. 
Variarum, 1.i. Ep.10. Isidor. in Genes. 
Ab his omnibus, necnon ab aliis pluribus, 
et abindocto vulgo creditum est, mundo 
post annum a ercatione sextum millesi- 
mum, sive post sexiam elaiem, inemac in 
mekusinsiaurationem veniuram, Others, 
itseems, extended the period to6500 years. 
S. Cyprian. Exh. Martyr.c. 11, thought 
the world would te anend at the 
close of 7000 years.—-The notion met with 
the greater acceptance, from its being be- 
lieved that the advent of Christ occurred 
in the latter part of the sixth millennium: 
Africanus, 8. Hippolytus, and many 
more, having assigned the nativity to 
A.M. 6500; S. Clemens Alex. Sir. i. 21. 
§ 14, to about a.m. 5600. 
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interest to Christians in the fourth or fifth century of our era, 
to have their faith in the near approach of the great Sabbath 
confirmed by the chronology’, but it cannot have been therefore 
an object of paramount importance to the Jews to establish, 
by an audacious and impious fraud, a chronology by which the 
hope of Messiah’s advent would be deferred more than two 
thousand years. Nay, the Jews, in their way, as anxiously 
desired the coming of the day of the Lord as the Christians 
themselves; and any clear proof from Scripture that the seventh 
millennium was near at hand must have been as welcome to 
them as to their adversaries. 

The Critic, to whom I have before referred, though he 
‘““makes no doubt that the Masoretic Jews, or whoever they 
may have been who substituted the present Hebrew chronology 
for that which was formerly received, were wrong,” very justly 
discards this presumption of a controversial motive, and adds 
this sensible remark. ‘ Nothing will be gained to the cause of 
Christianity by charging them (the Masoretes) with wilful cor- 
ruption. It is one of the strong pomts of Christianity that 
the guardianship of the sacred volumes of the Old Testament 
has been committed to the hands of those who are ita enemies; 
but if we suppose these guardians to be unfaithfal to their trust, 
we shall loge more in the argument against infidelity than we 
can possibly gain on the other hand in any controversy with the 
Jews. It is quite certain that they have not tampered with the 
sacred text in those places where the temptation to it was 
greatest ; and they ought not, therefore, to be accused of this 
sacrilege in instances of smaller importance, except upon the 
evidence of a much more direct proof than Vossius first, and 


5 It is not denied that it was occasion- 
ally used as an argument in controversy 
with Jews: but it was wholly powerless, 
because the Jews had no tradition of a 
first advent of Messiah to take place in 
the middle of the sixth millennium : they 
were therefore under no temptation to 
evade it by a procedure so entirely at va- 
riance with their well-known reverence 
for every jot and tittle of God’s word. 
8. Ephrem Syrus (Hales, i. 78.) seems to 
have been the first who brought this 


charge against them: ‘The Jews sub- 
tract 6007 from the generations of Adam, 
Seth, &c., in order that their own books 
might not convict them concerning the 
coming of Christ, he having been pre- 
dicted to appear for the deliverance of 
mankind after 5500 years.”” What was 
a venial error in the Syrian Bishop of the 
fourth century, is not to be repeated, but 
in ignorance or defiance of the whole his- 
tory of the Biblical text, by scholars in 
the nineteenth century. 
22—~—2 
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now our author (Dr. Russell) can pretend to bring against 
them.” It is most true that the Jews of the rabbinical schools, 
those of Palestine, were guarded against all temptation of tam- 
pering with the sacred text, by the strict and. even superstitious 
reverence with which they regarded the. letter of. the Divine 
Word. Of them it is true, to the fullest extent, as. Josephus 
remarks, πεφνυλακέναι αὐτοὺς (τὰ ay. yp.) μετὰ πολλῆς 
ἀκριβείας, insomuch that.ovre προσθεῖναι τις οὐδὲν, οὔτε 
ἀφελεῖν αὐτῶν, οὔτε μεταθεῖναι τετόλμηκεν. (6. Apion. i. 8). 

ᾧ 311. But the Alexandrine Jews, living under the in- 
fluence of Grecian literature and in a syncretizing age, began 
very early to relax this rigorous restraint of the written letter. 
Of this tendency, so alien from the character of the rabbinical 
or Palestinian judaism, the Septuagint version exhibits manifest 
traces, Repeatedly, it ‘adds to, diminishes from, or trans- 
poses” the contents of the sacred record with intent to obviate 
some supposed matter of offence, to explain some difficulty, and 
in short, to. present the Jewish religion and history as little as 
might be at ἃ disadvantage. Now in_respect of its chronology, 
this history (on the supposition of the Masoretic text being the 
original) was exposed at.the very outset to the sneers of the 
learned Egyptians. A chronology which placed the origin of 
nations at most some seven or eight hundred years before. the 
exode of Israel, would be ridiculous in their eyes. In this con- 
sideration we find a very intelligible inducement. tending to a 
lengthening of the genealogies ; for that of course was the only 
part of the chronology which could be meddled with. The ques- 
tion therefore lies at an easy issue, if we exclude from it the 
extrinsic considerations which have biassed some minds against 
the claims of the Hebrew text. The chief among these are, the 
supposed improbability of so rapid a growth of civilized societies 
as the shorter chronology implies, and the impossibility of re- 
conciling this same chronology with the most ancient records of 
profane history. On the first of these points I have already 
said enough; on the other, I shall have somewhat to say in 8 
subsequent portion of this work: at present I will only remark, 
that the fact is not as supposed. 

§ 312. The general procedure of the contrivance by which 
it was sought to enlarge the chronology, will be seen by inspec- 
tion of the comparative Table. We find two schemes of 
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Alexandrine chronology, of which it is perhaps not easy to say 
which is the earlier. ‘In the antediluvian period, the enlargement 
is effected by adding a complete century to each of the first :five 
generations, and to the seventh: thus the numbers were reduced 
into somewhat of a regular gradation, 230, 205, 190, 165, 162, 
165, &c. The addition was balanced in the sum by a centenary 
deduction from each residue, thus 230 +700 =9380 as 130 
+800. Hence ‘the sum of years to the Flood became 2256 ; 
but for some reason, which requires to be explained, it was 
thought fit to add 6 years to the generation of Lamech, 188 
instead of 182". Thus the sum became 2262 years, and this is 
the larger scheme. In another scheme, the period was reduced 
to 2242 years by withdrawing 20 years from the generation of 
Methuselah, so making it 167 instead of 187:—it was not 
perceived, perhaps, that the effect of this subtraction was to 
extend the life of that Patriarch 14 years beyond the Flood, 
for 167 + 188+ 600 make but 955 years, and Methuselah lived 
969. 

In the post-diluvian period, the generations down to Serug 
were in like manner enlarged by centenary additions: thus the 
period was amplified to an amount of six centuries. To Nahor 
only half a century was added, for this is unquestionably the 
intent of the shorter scheme, agreeing with the Samaritan: the 
centenary addition to the 79 years belongs, as I shall be able:to 
prove in the sequel, to the larger scheme. Thus the sum of 
years from the Flood to the 71st of Terah became 942: and this 
I conjecture to have been the scheme which was first invented. 
At a somewhat later period, it became an object to extend this 
period still further, and it was accordingly interpolated with 
230 years, of which 100 were prefixed to the generation of 
Nahor, and 130 assigned to a new. generation, that of Cainan. 
——In the residues, the computists allowed themselves greater 
liberties than they could well take in the antediluvian period, 
where the sum of life was in each instance expressed, which is 
not the case here. The design of these deviations may have 
been this: that the term of human life should be gradually and 
successively diminished from father to son, and also that no 


1 It was also thought fit to reduce j and consequently his residue to 565 
the life of Lamech from 777 to 753 years, | years. 
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father should outlive his son: (for if the same procedure had 
been adopted in the latter as in the earlier series, Shem would 
have prolonged his life beyond Arphaxad, and Eber beyond 
Peleg). The residues being altered, the result is as here 
shown : 


Lived Born Died Born Died 
(after b. Arph. 
Shem ........0.000+ 600 — 500 — 500 
Arphaxad......... 535 535 535 
[Cainan............ 460 135 595 
Salah ...........0... 460 135 595 285 728 
Eber .......ssc00008 404 265 669 395 799 
Peleg .......-.sce00s 339 899 788 520 8608 
Re ..... 0. οονοννοννν 999 529 868 659 908 
Serug .. 666 ννοονννον 330 661 991 791 1221 
Nahor . 304 791 1095 
or oof 921 1225 
Terah............008 205 870 107ὅ 1100 1905 
Abraham...... (T. 70) 040 1170 
(T. 180) 1000 1230 


The very regularity of the scheme, in the points which 
have been mentioned, is sufficient to bring it under strong 
suspicion of contrivance. Nor is it perhaps accidental, in 
respect of the shorter scheme, that it places the birth of Abra- 
ham just 1000 years after the birth of Arphaxad. 

§ 313. I have now to call the reader's attention to a series 
of very remarkable facte—whether pointed out by any preced- 
ing writer I know not—which are of manifest importance to 
the determination of the matter in hand. 

I must premise, that in the course of an investigation of the 
ancient profane systems of chronology, I was enabled to detect 
most manifest traces of an artificial and contrived structure, 
the basis of which is the compound sossus 6x6x6=216. The 
proofs will be found in the Chapter on Chaldean and Egyptian 
Chronology: here it may suffice to mention, as most to the 
present purpose, that the Egyptian system is laid out in a 
period formed upon this basis, and that it begins with this item, 
Nine demigods reigned 217 years. The nearness of this number 
(1) to the term of the Israelites’ sojourn in Egypt (217 years,) 
(2) to the interval between the Flood and the central year of 
Peleg, to which I have assigned the dispersion of nations ; 


§ 313.| . ALEXANDRINE AND SAMARITAN TEXTS. 343 


(3) to the number 215, the basis of the 430 years from the 
Promise to the Exode, and of the same from the Flood to the 
Promise, can scarcely, I think, be accidental. That is to say, 
it would seem that the framers of the old systems were led to 
this particular form of sossus, by their traditional knowledge of 
one or more of the facta to which I have adverted. Be that as 
it may: certain it -is that the Alexandrine translators stood in 
contact with a system of chronology based upon the number 
216 (sometimes. alternating with 217), a number which they 
would find in several ways closely connected with their own 
sacred chronology. Hence it is not unlikely that in the con- 
struction of a rival scheme they would be influenced by the 
consideration of this same number. Now on turning to the 
preceding Table it will be seen, that in the shorter scheme the 
death of Reu, in the longer of Peleg, lies just 868 = 4 x 217 
after the birth of Arphaxad. Again, in the longer scheme, the 
period from the Flood (1 year before the birth of Arphaxad) 
to the Exode, stands thus, on the supposition of its placing the 
. birth of Abraham 130 years after the birth of Terah : 


Flood to b. Arphaxad ...........:scecsssscersouns 1? 
To the b. of Abraham ...........scccccerscnseees 1290 
Το the Call ........cccccoccsccorscescovesvcevessoses 75 
To the Exode.......ccccscecsccseessesccvscctscsseee 430 
The sum of which is...........sccrcesescses 1736 


that is, precisely 8 periods of 217 years, with the death of Peleg 
(the man of division) αὐ the central year. And now look at the 
shorter scheme. Here, on the same supposition in respect of 
the time of Abraham’s birth, we find the death of Terah and 
Call of Abraham lying 1075, that is to say just 5 x 215 years 
after the birth of Arphaxad, so that the whole period to the 
Exode, is 7x 215. If, however, the authors of this scheme 
assigned the birth of Abraham to the 71st of Terah, we have 


From Adam to the Flood............0..sesseese 2242 
The Flood to b. Abraham ...............s0ecse0s 942 
To the Call ........c0:scccccsconssesceossesecseeeescs "5 
To the Exode..........sccscsorssonsssscescetseeeees 430 
SUM... cee secrecneceeerccnsetsesseetsosonssoeenss 3689 years, 


or precisely 17 periods of 217 years. 
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And now, to notice ἃ fact of a different kind: the larger 
scheme is manifestly contrived to adjust the whole period from 
Adam to the Exode, to the millennary system: in it, the Hxods 


is made to lie just four thousand years after the Creation :—thus,. 


From Adam to the Flood.........:c:csseusessses 2262 9 
The Flood lasted..........scscssecsseees νον νον νννον 1 
To Ὁ. Arphaxad.........06 σννννννσνν κεν ονο σεν ενσον 2 
To b. Abraham .........0.c..cccesececscovsssseesecs 1230 
To the Call...........00.++ ΜΝ . % 
To the Exode ..............0008 ἈΝ » 490 
4000 


This cannot be accidental. It is either a fact of Divine 
Providence, or the result of contrivance. Now it should be 
observed that this fact is not Jatent like those noticed in the 
Introduction and hereafter to be described; it lies upon the 
surface, a8 soon a8 one 18 apprised that Abraham was born 
when Terah was 130, not 70 years old. If we have here the 
actual, veritable account designed by Moses, it is very unlikely 
that a fact so impressive, so remarkably in unison with the 
preconceived notion of the six millennia, should haye been un- 
known to the Jews; and if known, it is inconceivable that they 
should wish it obliterated’. 

Similar to this, is the fact that the scheme of Africanus, 
composed of the larger antediluvian and the shorter post-dilu- 
vian reckoning, has the effect of placing the death of Peleg just 
at the bisection of the six millennia of the world’s duration, 
VIZ. ; 


To the Flood .......sccsccesesssesesceesereeceneeces 2262 ” 

Arphaxad ..........0cc0sse0 135 

Salah .........cc..ccesscescceers 130 

Eber ...........csccsecesenceves 134 

Peleg ....c.ccescesssescerseooees BID .....ἀνονννοοσννον 738 
8000" 


1 ] am aware that a similar and still 


more remarkable fact connected with the 
Usserian Chronology may be retorted 
upon me: on that point I shall have 
somewhat to say in a subsequent chap- 
ter. 

2 Africanus directs our attention to this 


fact in these words :—Efep ... . γεννᾷ 
τὸν Φαλὲκ οὕτως ἐπικλήθεντα διὰ τὸ ἐν 
ἡμέραις αὑτοῦ μερισθῆναι τὴν γῆν. Φα- 
λὲκ ἐτῶν pr’ ἐγέννησε τὸν 'Ῥαγαύ, καὶ 
ἐπιζήσας ern of’ ἐτελέντησεν. ᾿Απὸ 
᾿Αδὼμ ἐπὶ τελευτὴν Φαλὲκ ἔτη" ͵ γ΄. Sui- 
das also, 8. v. Φαλέκ, mentions this pe- 
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§ 314. These facts clearly indicate design. And I sup- 
pose that the original intention was to get a period of m x 215 
from Adam to the Exode: ¢.9., 10 x 215 to the Flood, and 
7x 215 thence to the Exode. A vestige of such a scheme 
remains in the computation of Clement of Alexandria, who 
reckons from the Creation to the Flood 2148 years and 4 days, 
therefore to the birth of Arphaxad would be 2150 years ex- 
actly®. It appears also in the numbers given in the (interpolated) 
text of Josephus : 


To the Flood “960 Φοοοοοοθοοοοδοοῦ boccece 2156 
To b. Abraham .....ccccccsscersvece ... 992 
To the Call.......... soveveccceees maceees 75 

Sum ....ccoes οονοοονυοοοοόοοδοοθρούο 3223 


which wants only 2 years of being exactly 15 x 215, so that 
if this computist dated the 430 years two years later than the 
Call, the whole period would be, to the Promise 15 x 215, to 
the Call 17 x 215. Suppose then that such was the original 
intention: then to carry it into effect it was necessary to add 
5 entire centuries to the first five generations, and to deduct, 
somewhere, 6 years; after the Flood, there were 650 years to bé 
added, six centuries to the first six generations, and 50 years to 
Nahor. 

§ 315. We will now consider the scheme in which it was 
proposed to get 17 x 217 years from Adam to the Exode, the 
birth of Abraham, however, being assigned to the 71st of Terah. 
Now since the true text exhibited the following items, viz. 


riod of 30007, but erroneously constructs 
it of 2242 before, and 758 after the Flood. 
Eustathius, Heratm. notices it thus :... 
καὶ ὁ ὑπονοούμενος τῶν ἐτῶν τῆς τοῦ 
κόσμον διαμονῆς ἄριθμοε εἰς δύο διῃρέθη 
ἰσαίτατα" τρισχίλια γὰρ ἐπὶ τῇ τελεντῇ 
αὐτοῦ τῆς τοῦ κόσμου ὑπάρξεως ὅτη ἐπε- 
ρατώθη" γίνεται οὖν ἀπὸ Addu ἐπὶ τὴν 
τελεντὴν Φαλὲκ ἔτη τριεχίλια" ἐπὶ δὲ 
τήν τοῦ Κυρίου παρουσίαν καὶ ἀνάστασιν 
ἔτη πεντακισχίλια καὶ πεντήκοσια τριά- 
κοντα ἕν. (Routh, nott. in L) See also 
Hesych. ap. Anastas. Script. Quast. 98. 
Cedreni Chron. Malale Chron. in 1. 

2 The same writer quotes a summary 


of chronology from Eupolemtis, Strom. i. 
21, ς 141, He reckoned from Adam to 
the 5th of Demetrius = 12 Ptolemy (mean- 
ing, of course, Pt. Lagi, whose 12th year 
is the epoch of the era of the Seleuci- 
da,) a period of 5149 years, and from 
the Erode to the same goal, 25807. The 
latter number is of course corrupt, for it 
would give for the date of the Exode 312 
+ 2580 = 2892 n.c. The true reading is 
doubtless 1280, which gives the date 1592 
B.C., only 6 years too early. Now 5149 
— 1280 = 3869, which is (wanting 117) just 
18 x 215. (It is curious that the corrupted 
number 2580 is just 12 x 218.) 
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To the Flood ...ccccsescsossccsscecccene 16567, 
The Flood ....scccssseoscscsccevcscvcves 1 
To be Abraham .sssesssssssssessssvee 292 ᾿ 298 
To the Call........ssccsesevcsscesssceces 75 
To the Exode.........cccocssssccscscce 430 
The sum being......9..0+ seassesonsoescsccsceses 2454, 
To enlarge this into. nenevenccccescvecconscsscese 3689 years 


Tt was necessary t0 Add ....ccercrsvcescveess 1287, 


How was this number disposed of! Not capriciously, but by 
adding to the first of the true items a period of 586 = 2 x 293 
years, or just-twice the second item: 1656 + 586 = 2242: 
whereby the interval from the érue year of the Flood to the birth 
of Abraham was just éfrebled. These 586 years were inserted 
by means of six centenary additions, and a deduction of 14 
years from the generations of Methuselah and Lamech. There 
remained 649 years, which, overlooking the year of the Flood, 
gave six centuries to the six first Patriarchs after the Flood, 
and half a century to Nahor. And so this scheme was com- 
plete. 

§ 316. But the larger scheme was designed to give ἃ 
period of 4000 years complete, from Adam to the Exode. On 
deducting 1656 years from 4000 there appears the remainder 
2344, which is just twice 1172, which is just four times 298. 
And observe, that 1172 is the number which this soheme sub- 
stitutes for the 293, or rather 292 years of the Hebrew! So 
that, as the shorter scheme began by trebling the interval from 
the true year of the Flood to the birth of Abraham, this began 
by quadrupling the interval from its year of the Flood to the 
same event. Surely it will not be pretended that this is acci- 
dental? In order to enlarge the 292 into 1172 years there 
were 880 years to be added, ὁ. 6. 230 more than in the shorter 
scheme : hence the additional century given to Nahor, and the 
new patriarch Cainan with his generation of 130 years. The 
other portion of 1172 years, after deducting 135 + 430 = 565 
which were not to be meddled with, left 607 years to be added 
to the antediluvian genealogies, or 606, the other being the year 
of the Flood itself: six centuries to six Patriarchs, and 6 years 
added to Lamech’s generation made this scheme complete. 
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Hebrew. DLXX, 
To the Flood......00. 1656 + 606 2262 
The Flood.........sse 1 1 
To Terah 71......... ‘ 202} + 880 1172 = 4x 293 
To the Call ...........0 135 135 
To tho Exode........ . 430 430 
2514 4000 


§ 817. But it has been already shewn, that the period 
from the birth of Arphaxad to the Exode is based upon the 
number 317. This is not absolutely true, but it is so within 
a single year: for the period in question is 1737 = 8 x 217 
plusl. That the two lines of design co nearly tally must be 
regarded in the light of a fortunate accident: that there was 
design in respect of the period 217 years, aa well as in the other 
respect, is evident, from the pains taken to have the death of 
Peleg exactly at the bisection of the 8 x 217 years. It is 
likely that the framers of the scheme originally contemplated 
no more than this, and got a period of 1786 years from the 
Flood to the Exode, with the birth of Arphaxad just 868 years 
from either: and that the other design, in relation to the 4000 
years, and the term of 1172 or 4 x 293 years, supervening 
upon this, occasioned this slight derangement of the former, 
that from the birth of Arphaxad to the death of Peleg should 
be 868 years, and thence to the Exode the same period sminus 
1 year. The scheme, however, serves to explain the structure 
of the genealogies. In itself, it mattered not where the new 
generation (Cainan) was placed; but in order to expand the 
given period 35 + 380 + 34 + 289, or. 388 years into 868, it 
was necessary to add 530 years; accordingly, 3 centuries being 
already added to the 3 generations, and the life of Peleg length- 
ened by a century, there remained 130 for the generation of 
Cainan. 

§ 318. Now since the numbers in both texts of the LXX 
and in the Magoretic Hebrew are so intimately related, there 
must be artifice on one side or the other. Suppose the Hebrew 
numbers 1656 and 292 to be the originals, then the process by 
which the numbers of the LXX were generated out of these 
can be traced step by step. On the other hypothesis, ὁ. 6. if 
the original numbers were 2242, or 2262, and 942, or 1172, the 
rabbi must be supposed to have used an arithmetical operation 
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just the converse of what has been described ; but why it could 
be necessary to take such pains, what object was to be ‘gained 
by it, one is wholly at a loss to understand. This plain fact lies 
before us, that the Masoretic numbers stand to those of the 
LXX in the curious relations which have been described ; if 
they were fabricated by artifice, the artifice is as complex as it 
is purposeless. And the difficulty is aggravated by the fact 
that there are ¢wo texts of the LX.X, ‘and that the Hebrew is 
‘similarly related to both. 

§319. In adverting now, to the text of the genealogies, 
which appears in Josephus, it is necessary to premise this re- 
mark: that the writings of Josephus come to us not from ‘the 
rabbinical Jews, who have handed down the Masoretic text of 
the Hebrew Scriptures, but from the hellenista. It is there. 
fore antecedently improbable that any alteration would be 
introduced into the genuine text of Josephus, having the in- 
tention of reconcilmg his chronology with the Hebrew, where 
it differed from this: but not at all improbable that altera- 
tions would be introduced for the purpose of bringing him into 
agreement, in case of any difference, with the Septuagint. 
Now it is remarkable, that while his existing text of the gene- 
alogies is a curious medley of the LXX and the Hebrew, 
Josephus, on two occasions, shews that he followed the Hebrew 
chronology. 

1. In the 8th book of Antiquities, chap. 3.1, he places 
the foundation of Solomon’s Temple 592 years after the Exode ; 
1020 after the Call of Abraham; 1440 after the Flood, and 
3102 after the Creation. This gives the following scheme: 

(1) From the Call to the Exode, 1020 — 592 = 428, agreeing within2 _ 
years, with Ant. ii. 15.2. where he makes this period 430’. 

(2) From the Flood to the Call, 1440 — 1020 = 420°, 

(3) From the Creation to the Flood, 3102 — 1440 = 1662, only 6 years 
more than the Hebrew enumeration. Perhaps he read 188" for 
the generation of Lamech. 

(4) From the Creation to the Call, 3102 — 1020 = 2082, almost exactly 
agreeing with the Hebrew text. 


Hence this summary clearly involves the Hebrew text of the 
genealogies ; and, besides, is derived from a scheme of chrono- 
logy in which the Call of Abraham was (rightly) placed at the 
death of Terah, ¢.6. 1656 + 292 + 135 = 2083 years after 
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the Creation. The only discrepancy is thia, that the Flood is 
placed 6 years too late. 

2. In the other passage, Ant.x. 8.5, he places the de- 
struction of Solomon’s Temple 1062 years after the Exode, 
1957 after the Flood, 3513 after the Creation'. Here we 
have : 


(1) From the Creation to the Flood, 3513 — 1957 = 1556 years, agreeing 
with the Hebrew in all but the hundreds, and these differing by 
one century. In fact, his computation was formed by including 
the 100 years of Shem in the post-diluvian genealogy, and dropping 
them from the antediluvian list. 

(2) From the Flood therefore to the Exode, we have 1857 — 1062 = 795 

- years: which is manifestly composed from the Hebrew: viz. 
290 from Ὁ. Arphaxad to Terah 70’. 
75° of Abraham at the Call. 
430 to the Exode. 


195 


Here he follows a computation in which the birth of Abraham 
was placed, as in the vulgar Jewish and Samaritan chronology, 
at the 70th year of Terah. If then, Josephus held the Alex- 
andrine scheme, either these two passages have been corruptly 
accommodated to the Hebrew by some later hand, (by whom? 
is not easily answered,) or he grossly contradicts himself. And 
now we will see what he says, or is made to say, on this matter. 

§ 320. We are told Ant. i. 1, 3. in the received text, that 
from Adam to the Deluge, was a period of 2656 years*. On 
reading this announcement, we of necessity either suspect a cor- 
ruption, ὁ. 6. an interpolation of dio before χιλίων, or else sup- 
pose that Josephus meant to enlarge the antediluvian period by 
a thousand years, 400 years more than the LXX. But then 
follow the particulars, in which the generations and lives are re- 
ported as follows, the residues being omitted : 


1 In Ant. viii. 3. 1. all the MSS. give | notes from his collations the number 
the same numbers without variation. In | 4015. 
the second passage, the number 1957 ap- 3 Ita in Codd. omnibus tam Gr. quam 
pears in all the MSS. Gr. and Lat. andin | Lat. tam MSS. quam editis, Nonnulli 
Zonaras: but forthe number 3513 twoof | legunt ὑπῆρχε δὲ χιλίων ἑξακοσίων καὶ 
Hudson’s MSS, have 4513, and Bigot | πεντήκοντα ἐξ. Hudson in i. 
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Generation. Lite 
Adam .....ccccrcccccccees 230 930 
Sethr.......ccscccsscsccee ~- 206 912 
EM06.....cecccsccccces .... 190 905 
Cainan. 0... .ccccccsescece 170 910 
Mahalaleel ......c0s0.00« 165 895 
JATCd....cccccccsccccvccce 162 962 
Enoch ....sccoscoseecveces 65 ! 365 
Methuselah ........+. ooo 187 969 
Lamech....ssccccccsceeee 182 7 
NO@D..ccceyeoovecccsceees , 600 (950) 


He does not repeat the sum of these years, but says only, ᾿ 
‘““these years added up make the above-mentioned sum.” In 
truth, however, their sum is 2156. But the numbers here set 
down differ from the Hebrew only in 5 centenary additions, viz., 
in the 5 first generations. Reject these, and the sum is 1656. 
Surely this strongly confirms the surmise that the dc is a cor- 
rupt interpolation. This is far more likely than that the efaxo- 
σίων should be an error or corruption in the place of ἑκατόν. And 
since our author on two other occasions has followed the Hebrew 
reckoning, I do not see how one can doubt that he followed the 
same reckoning here, where his original text is vitiated by an 
interpolation of five centuries in the details, and of a thousand 
years in the sum. The corrector, or rather corruptor, of the 
text, did his work by halves, or possibly he mistook the bear- 
ing of the period announced as 1656 years; that the thousands 
ought to be two, he did not doubt, the siz in the hundreds 
place he left standing, perhaps fancying that his author included 
the 500 years of them after the Flood. So m the details, he 
began by adding the centuries which seemed wanting. All this 
he might do in perfect good faith, as being ignorant of the very 
existence of a reckoning so widely discrepant from the text of 
the Septuagint. Coming to the number 1656, he would think, 
Surely, here is a mistake, an error of transcription, for all the 
world knows that there was more than two thousand years 
before the Flood. And in the details, he would in like manner 
fancy that he was but restoring his author's text by replacing 


 ‘Exaréeroy is absent from all the | necessary to replace it from the LXX, 
MSS, Greek and Latin. Bernard thought 1 and is followed by the editors, 
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an additional century in each of the first. five generations. 
That he neither replaced the century in the generation of Enoch, 
nor conformed the generation and life of Lamech to tho 
Alexandrine text, is accounted for by the same supposition : 
had he done either, the 2656 years would have been inexplic- 
able. 

§ 321. In the period after the Flood, Josephus begins 
by announcing, in agreement with the Hebrew text, and with 
his own reckoning on one of the two occasions before noticed, 
that ‘ Abraham was born in the 292nd year‘ after the Flood.” 
Then follow the details in proof of the announcement. 


From the Flood to Ὁ. Arphaxad.........40. 127 (or 11) 
Arphaxad........sesssssoeves (1)35 
Salalt ..........ccscscsesseeees (1)30 
EDEP.......c.seccvesecccscseseee (1)34 
Peleg. .soccscccccece-cosoreces (1)30 
Reu....ccccsccoscocccscnccees « (1380 
Serug. .cocrrecovccccccsccceees (1.22 
Nahor......ccrcccscescoeseees (1)20 
Teal. .cccesccssccccsssseoece 70 
[Bum.....ccccocescocccsoers 700+ 293 or 292] 


Strike out the centenary additions, and the sum (which is not 
expressed on this occasion either) is just what was announced. 
The explanation is obvious: the hellenist scribe did not meddle 
with the hundreds in the sum 292, possibly because he was mis- 
led by a resemblance between the numeral signs in the centuries 
place; but he thought he was discharging a duty by his author 
in replacing the hundreds in the seven generations. The error 
of placing the birth of Arphaxad in the twelfth, instead of the 
second year after the Flood, however it originated, is balanced 
by a subtraction of 9 years from the generation of Arphaxad. 
Perhaps, as the enumeration begins at the latter end, viz., 
“ Abraham was born in the 292nd year, &c., for Terah begat 
Abraham in his 70th year, and Terah was born in his 20th of 
Nahor, and Nahor, &c.,” an accidental omission of the number 
9 in the generation of Nahor rendered it necessary, the sum 


*Acvripe ἔτει καὶ ἐνενηκοστῳ | MSS. tam Grecis quam Latinis. Hud- 
πρὸς διακοσίοις. Ita in editis et { son. 
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being premised as 292, to replace the nine somewhere else, and 
this might be done by a later hand. 

The reader is probably aware that a. scheme of chronology 
which did, and still does, enjoy a considerable degree of credit 
among ourselves, is based upon the: chronology of the LXX 
as rectified by the help of Josephus. It was therefore worth 
while to shew on what precarious grounds. the testimony of 
Josephus is enlisted in defence of the Alexandrine Chronology. 
Is it apy longer a question whether: the chronology of this 
Palestinian Jew exhibits any other than a forced and corrupt 
conformity with that of the Alexandrines? 

One more remark : the number placed in the heading 
of the book, περιέχει ἡ βίβλος χρόνον ἑτῶν ὙωλΎ (3833) 
may possibly be derived from the sum of the following num- 
bers :— 


Adam to the Flood..........cec-ccscscscececeseccone 2656 
To ἢ. Abraham:.............csscsccssosscccecescscens 992 
Life of Isaac, ἱ. 22. Li.....ssscsssccssseccsesessvecs 185 

| 3833 


The computist overlooking the 100 years of Abraham betyveen 
the Call and the birth of Isaac. But it rather seems to imply 
that in the post-diluvian genealogy the centenary addition 
in the generation of Nahor was inserted at a later period 
than the six first, so that the sum to the birth of Abraham 
was 892, differing from our shorter text of the LXX only 
in the omission of the half century prefixed to the original 
29 οὗ Nahor. That is to say, Josephus having written the 
numbers as in the. Hebrew, the text would seem to have 
obtained its present form in this way : 


Teralr ........:cccscoeceees 70 70 70 "0. 
Nabor.........ccccecsssece 29 29 129 120 

Serug «οὐνονννννννμνμεννν 32, 182 132 132 

ΕΝ 80 130 &e. δες. 
Peleg .... ὁ ονονοννενενενννν 90 180 

Eber .........csccesceveceees 34 134 

Salah .........00. peeaeanes 30 130 

Arphaxad ...........004 35 135 

FIOOd .......ὅ..ο νον ον νόστον 2 2 12 


292 892 992 992 
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In conclusion, it is to be observed that Josephus, 6. Apion. 
i. 8, reckons ‘“ almost.3000 years from the Creation to the 
death of Moses ;” and in the proém to his Antiquities affirms 
that “the sacred books of the Jews contain the history of 
5000 years.” The former notice may mean only this, that 
the death of Moses occurred during the 3rd millennium: (in 
the Hebrew chronology it lies at a.m. 2556.) In the other, 
the period must be supposed to end at Malachi, for he is 
speaking of the contents of the sacred books; and the sum 
of the corrupted numbers does in fact give nearly that length 
of time from the Creation to the close of the Canon. Hence 
I suspect that Josephus in his proém wrote 4000; meaning, 
the period of time contained in the Canonical Scriptures. He 
reckoned, as we have seen, 3518 to the destruction of the first 
Temple, therefore about 3700 to the close of the Canon’. 

§ 322. Demetrius, contemporary with Ptolemy Philopator, 
in an abstract of the early history quoted by Polyhistor (ap. 
Euseb. Prop. Ev. ix.) gives the following numbers : 


From the Creation to the Flood ..........c.sssssssesses 2264 
To the Call of Abraham. .............ccccccssscosseseseeses 1145 

* To the Descent into Egypt ........ .cssscecssseensnseees 215 
3624 


The first term really ends at the birth of Arphaxad, agreeably 
with the larger text of the LX-X. The next can be explained 
only by supposing that he included the second Cainan, and 
gave Nahor a generation of 79 years. Viz. 


940 from birth of Arphaxad to Terah 70, (shorter LXX.) 
130 Cainan 
75 to the Call 


1145 
This testimony, therefore, if genuine, bespeaks the antiquity 
of the interpolated Cainan. But perhaps the text of Polyhistor 
has been corrupted by ἃ later hand. 


1 Since these pages were written, Lhave | to the Flood and 892 from thence to the 
read the ingenious and elaborate Disser- | birth of Abraham. This notice may suf- 
tation of Whiston, on this subject, pre- | fice, for I do not find it necessary to 
fixed to his translation of Josephus. He | retract any of the conclusions drawn in 
maintains that Josephus reckoned 1655y | the text. 

23 
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§ 828. We may notice, in conclusion, the early Christian 
texts of the genealogies and chronology. The earliest of these 
is that of 8. Theophilus Antioch. ad. Awéolye. iii. 24, which is 
remarkable on several accounts. 


Seth ......cecce 205 Arphaxad .........0 135 
Enos ..........-. 190 Salah ......cccs. cece 130 
Cainan ......... 170 Heber 184 
Mahalaleel ... 165 Peleg .......0000 sannee 130 
Tarved ..ccccsacees 162 Re ......ccccncssseveees 132 
Enoch ......... 165 Serag ..........cc eee 130 
Methuselah ... 1877 Nahor ...........0..00-- 75 
Lamech ......... 188 Teralha .......ccccersssee 70 
Noah ......0..008 600 Abraham ............ 100 
2362 1038 
From Adam to the birth of Isnao............ 2562+1008= $400 
To the birth of Jaoob ....... ὁ... decccccecscencs bees coceceees 60 
To the descent into Egypt ..........cccccscesscceeee teseseeee 190 
To the E@0de .rcccovcoserseccesescsescsvess eeecsccccescsccecccesennes 430 
rr 4020 years. 


If, however, we give (with Galland’s MSS.) 167 years to Me- 
thuselah, the sum is just 4000 years. The old editions give 
the sum from Adam to Isaac (omitting the two years after the 
Flood) γφλβ΄ (3582), but Cod. Reg. has γσος" (3276), Fell 
and Galland γσοη (3278). The firet (8532) is derived from 
the text of the LXX; otz. 2262 + 1170 + 100 = 3532, and 
was inserted arbitrarily by some scribe. It seems to me that 
Theophilus really gave Adam a generation of 380 years, and 
to Methuselah of 167 years, making the antediluvian period 
2342 years. From Arphaxad to Isaac he certainly reckoned 
1036 years, giving Nahor a generation of 75 instead of 79. 
years. Thus the period to the Flood was 2342, to the birth 
of Arphaxad 2344, to the birth of Abraham 3280 (or omitting 
the 2 years after the Flood) 3278, the result being the same 
as the sum of the shorter text of the LX X, 2242 + 942 + 100 
== 3284, diminished by the 4 years subducted from the genera- 
tion of Nahor. From the birth of Abraham to the Exode, 


1 Two MSS, of Galland have 230, which he adopts. 3 Galland, 167. 
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Theophilus, by assigning the whole of the 430 years to the sojourn 
ἐπ Egypt, gets 720 years, so that the sum is just 4000 years. 
In other words, this scheme is fashioned out of the shorter text 
of the LXX by giving to Adam an additional century, and 
deducting 4 years from Nahor. And now observe the result :— 
this period of 4000 years is composed, as in the larger text 
of the LXX, of 1656 years, plus 2344 (= 8 + 293). The latter 
term 1s made to end at the birth of Arphazad by adding ἃ century 
to the number 2242 (viz. 2342 + 2): the other, of 1656 years, 
1s made to extend from the birth of Arphazad to the Exode, by 
deducting 4 years from the number 940 (viz. 936 + 100 + 60 
+ 130 + 480 = 1656 years, 

§ 324. Clement of Alexandria, Strom. i. 21, § 140, has 
the following summary : 


From Adam to the Flood............ 2148 years and 4 days. 
From Shem to Abraham ............ 1250 

From Isaac to the xAyposocia...... 616 

From the Judges to Samuel, &c. 


The 1250 years may be explained either thus: 


Birth of Shem to birth of Arphaxad ............ 100 
Birth of Arphaxad to Terah 70 ...............54. 990 (as in Josephus) 
To birth of Abraham. ..............c.cseccsceeseeees 60 
To birth of Isaac .........ὁεννννννννννονν ον νον οονοον 100 
1250 
or thus: 
Flood to Terah 70 ........-csccssscsecsecesesoesues 1172 (as in LXX) 
To the Call ........0ἁἀνονεννννονννννν νον νον ννσσον σον .. ἢ δ 
To the Promize....ccccccccsscccscsssscvessrossecsee 9) 
1250 


The latter seems the most probable, because the first item 
is expressly made to terminate at the Flood, not at the birth 
of Shem. The 616 years are composed of 215-6 years of 
sojourning in Canaan, and 400 years reckoned from the de- 
scent into Egypt to the settlement in Canaan, in virtue of 
@ peculiar interpretation of the passage m Genesis xv. 

§ 325. The scheme of Julius Africanus has been in part 


already described. In the antediluvian period he followed 
23—2 
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the longer computation, probably because he perceived the 
difficulty attendant upon the other in respect of Methu- 
selah. 


© To the Flood .............cccscecsees 2262 
Arphaxad ..........0.. 135 ......secseeece 2397 
Galah ........cccceseececees 130 ........0cceeee 2527 
Eber...........ccceceesecens 1394 ......ἀ(ονννοονν 2661 
Peleg ....ἀονοννοννννονννον 190 ....«οννονννννν 2791 
Reu ......... deseesccenceece 192 ee 2923 
Serug .......cccsesereveees 130 ....0ὐννρένονον 3053 
Nahor ........-..0sescereee 70. vicecccececcees 3132 
Terah:. ......ccccscccsereoes 70. rr 3202 

940 
To the Call ...... δ ccccovesceveces 3277 
1015 


“ From the Flood to Abraham’s entrance into the promised land are 
therefore ten generations, 1015 years; from Adam fwenty generations, 3277 


years'. 


§ 326. The Samaritan text of the genealogies is manifestly 
derived from an earlier text of the Septuagint ; as indeed the 
labours of modern critics have left it no longer doubtful that 
the entire text of the Samaritan Pentateuch was fabricated 
from the Alexandrine Greek version. In the antediluvian 
period, the first five generations were left untouched, and the 
other generations. were reduced to uniformity by striking 


1 Origen’s departure from the LXX 
has been already mentioned : here I would 
notice a remarkable passage of his writ- 
ings on Genesis, in which he is comment- 
ing upon the Greek text. Sel. in Ge- 
nes. (ad vi. 9.) Περιέχει ἐν τοῖς ἔμπρο- 
σθεν ὅτι “ἔζησε Λάμεχ ὅτη ἑκατὸν καὶ 
ὀγδοήκοντα καὶ ὀκτὼ, καὶ ἐγέννησε Nwe. 
Καὶ ἔζησε A. μετὰ τὸ γεννῆσαι αὐτὸν τὸν 
N., ὅτη πεντακόσια καὶ ἑξήκοντα καὶ 
πέντε. Kal ἐγένοντο πᾶσαι αἱ ἡμέραι 
A. ἔτη ἑπτακόσια καὶ πεντήκοντα τρία, 
καὶ ἀπέθανε. Καὶ ἦν N. ἑτῶν πεντακο- 
σίων καὶ ἐγέννησε τρεῖς υἱούς." Καὶ 
εὑρίσκομεν ἐν τούτῳ διαφωνίαν 
ἑξήκοντα πόντοε ἐτῶν τοῦ Nwe. 
᾿Αλλ’ ἐνταῦθα ἡ γραφὴ λέγει Ori τῷ 


Θεῷ εὐηρέστησε N., καθὼς γέγραπται 
καὶ περὶ τοῦ ᾽'Ενώχ. Κακεῖνος γὰρ ὅτε 
εὐηρέστησε τῷ Θεῷ τότε μοτέθηκεν αὖ- 
τόν. Ὁμοίως οὖν καὶ τοῦ N. τὰ πρὸ 
τῆς εὐαρεστήσεως ἑξήκοντα καὶ 
πέντε ἔτη οὐκ ἐλογίσατο αὑτῷ 
ἣ θεία γραφή. “Ὥσπερ καὶ ἐπὶ τοῦ 
᾿Αβραὰμ οὔκ ἐλογίσθη εἰς ζωὴν τὰ ἑξη- 
κοντα ἔτη τὰ πρὸ τῆς θεογνωσίας αὑτοῦ" 
(supra, p. 820. note.) καὶ τοῦ Ἐνώχ 
ἔτη τριάκοντα" καὶ τοῦ Σαοὺλ ἔτη 
elxoot, καὶ τοῦ ᾿Εζεκίον ἔτη δέκα καὶ éw- 
τά" ἀλλὰ καὶ περὶ τοῦ Μαθουσάλα εὑ- 
ρίσκοται διαφωνία ἑτῶν δεκαπέντε. ---- 
What these statements about Noah and 
Enoch can mean, I am at a loss to under- 
stand, 
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off the centuries. Now, if the tens and units of Methuselah 
and Lamech were to remain, the sum would have been 
1656-400 = 1256, so that if Lamech lived 777 years, and 
Methuselah 969, the one would have outlived the Deluge 95, 
the other 200 years! For the birth of Lamech would lie 682, 
and that of Methuselah 682 + 87 = 769 years before the 
Flood. Nay, the birth of Jared would lie only 769 + 65 + 62 
= 896 before the Flood, so that to give him 962 years, would 
be to bring his decease 66 years after the Flood. These 
absurdities it was necessary to obviate; accordingly at Jared 
the residues and sums of life begin to be altered, and it is con- 
trived that Jared, Methuselah and Lamech, should each termi- 
nate their life in the year of the Flood. And first; since 
Lamech in the LXX had 753 years of life, by striking off 
a century, and giving him a generation of 53 years, his decease 
was brought to the year of the Flood, 600 + 53 = 653. 
Hence, still following the LX X, Methuselah having a genera- 
tion of 67 years would be born 720 years before the Flood ; 
accordingly his life became 720, and residue 653. Lastly, the 
birth of Jared now lay 720 + 65 + 62 = 847 years before the 
Flood; accordingly his life was reduced from 962 to 847, his 
residue therefore from 800 to 785. 

Thus was this genealogy framed out of the shorter text of 
the Septuagint. In the post-diluvian period, this was followed 
uniformly, viz. in the addition of 6 centuries to the generations, 
and half a century to the generations of Nahor, making 942 
years in all. In the residues, however, the Samaritan recensors 
reverted, for the most part, to the Hebrew text, perhaps because 
they perceived that the Alexandrine text obliterated the fact of 
@ sudden contraction in the term of human lifeat Peleg. Hence 
with the Hebrew, they give Arphaxad and Salah a life of 438 
and 433 years respectively, therefore residues of 303 years each: 
the life of Eber must part with 60 years, as in the LXX, for 
the sake of 8 gradual declension, hence the residue is 270 : Peleg, 
Reu, Serug, and Nahor, have their lives as in the Hebrew, only 
their residues must be diminished by 3 centuries and a half, 
which were added to their generations. Only Terah remains ; 
and here the Samaritans, assuming that Abraham was born 
when Terah was 70 years old, and rightly perceiving that the 
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Call of Abraham coincides with the death of Terah, reduced 
the 205 years to 70 + 75 = 145. Thus the procedure of 
the Samaritan text-makers is sufficiently explamed, and no 
room is left for the supposition of artifices such as I have 
exposed in both texts of the LXX. Nor indeed have I been 
able to detect any such. 


PART II. 


MYSTICAL CHRONOLOGY, 
oR, 


DIVINE ECONOMY OF TIMES AND SEASONS. 


Ἡ σολυποίκιλου σοφία τοῦ Θεοῦ κατὰ πρόθεσιν τῶν αἰώνων ἥν 
ἐποίησεν ἐν τῷ Χριστῷ Ἰησοῦ τῷ Κυρίῳ ἡμῶν. 
Ephos. iii. }0, U1. 


Διαστήματα μυστικὰ ἐβδομασι τελειούμενα. 
8. Clem. Alex. 


Quod non frusira factum esse credendum est ab Illo, qui est ante tempore, 
et per quem facta sunt tempora, et qui venit in plenitudine temporum. 
§. Hieronym. 


" 


“ Tus thing intended here is...to observe that every circum- 
stance of God’s moral government may be adjusted beforehand 
with a view to the whole of it. Thus, for example, the determined 
length of time...in which virtue is to remain in a state of warfare and 
discipline, and in which wickedness is to have ite progress; the times 
appointed for the execution of justice...may have such respects to 
other circumstances as to make up altogether a whole, connected 
and related in all its parts; a scheme or system, which is as properly 
one as the natural world is, and of the same kind.” 


Bisnop Bur er. 


CHAPTER I. 


ON THE ECONOMY DESCRIBED IN THE INTRODUCTION. 


§ 327. Wx have now reached the point to which this Enquiry 
tends, and for the sake of which it was instituted. The facta in- 
vestigated in the former Part are now to be viewed in reference 
to the seeming Plan of which the first outline was traced in the 
Introduction. Is it true that the “sundry times” which God 
ordained “in divers manners” upon the Old World, the Pa- 
triarchs, the Levitical Church, give evidence, in their very num- 
bering, of a Divine contrivance? that an arbitrary and mystical 
analogy runs beside and conterminous with the moral design 
of the Almighty! that the physical accident (as we speak) of 
time, by its numerical arrangement, by sacred measures and 
significant cycles, speaks of Him, and bears on it the foot- 
prints of His presence? 

That these things are so, in the view of angels, at least, and 
higher intelligences, is rendered probable, antecedently to all 
special enquiry, by the Scripture representation of God’s pro- 
vidence. ‘ He comprehendeth the hills in a measure, and the 
dust in a balance.” ‘‘ The very hairs of our head are all num- 
bered”—how much rather the days and years of mankind! 
‘The number of our months is with Him: He hath appointed 
our bounds.” “ Is there not an appomted time for man on the 
earth?” ‘ He hath made of one blood all nations, and hath 
determined the times before appointed that they should seek the 
Lorp.” There is a “ fulness of time,” a “ dispensation of the 
fulness of times.” And, not to enlarge at present upon the 
numerous and varied phrases in which the New Testament, in 
particular, hints at the existence of a plan of Ages, Times and 
Seasons (Αἰῶνες, Xpovot, Kaipoi), it may be sufficient to remark, 
that the existence and character of a plan in relation to a part 
of the tract of time which we have been examining, are actually 
revealed in the inspired record of the Theocracy. Jerusalem was 
to lie desolate, and the land to keep her sabbaths, seventy years. 
At the very close of this period, it was revealed that another, of 
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seventy times seven years, was thenceforth to begin its course. 
This one fact, were it alone in its kind, might well suggest a 
presumption that the whole tract of time was in some other such 
way, or by some other such mystical analogy, measured out and 
distributed in the wisdom of the Eternal, when “ He created 
her, and saw her, and numbered her, and poured her out upon 
all His works.” 

But is any such order of God's providence discoverable by 
us? or is it true, here also, “It is not for you to know Times 
and Seasons!” Surely, if we are able to construct the true 
measure of the times out of the inspired history, and if, where the 
Scripture has indicated a moral and spiritual parallelism in the 
-eventa, persons, and providential import of the several periods, 
there a significant numerical paralleliem, or sacred measure, shall 
be found to aceompany the spiritual analogy, it will be probable 
that these are vestiges of a Divine procedure. 

Now I do not mean to affirm absolutely the former of 
these conditions. I admit that the true measure of the chro- 
nology may not be exactly discoverable by merely historical con- 
siderations. As yet, 1 say only, that the measure assigned in 
the preceding chapters is true, if a certain assumption be true: 
that is to say, if it be true that St. Paul, in his discourse de- 
livered in the Pisidian Synagogue, meant to furnish a continuous 
and exact account of the times of Sacred History from the 
Exodus of Israel to the beginning of the reign of David. Kee- 
géically, there is nothing against the assumption; nor yet 
historically, for it tallies extremely well with the detail of par- 
ticulars. Still, it may not be true; one has, so far, no certainty. 
But, if this assumption unlocks a number of such sacred facts 
as are here spoken of, these, in whatever degree they are signi- 
ficant and evidential of design, will to that extent countervail 
that residue of uncertainty: they will tend to prove, in short, 
that our measure is the true measure. This then is the firat 
point for consideration: Whether the results involved in the 
assumption are sufficient to prove it true! 

ᾧ 328. 1. If it be granted that the Exodus took place ia 
the year 1586 5.c., then the Levitical Dispensation measured 
precisely the same number of years as the world before the 
Flood: the year of the Flood was the 1656th from the Crea- 
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tion, the year of the destruction of the Temple and extinetion 
of its worship, the 1656th from the Exodus and Delivery of 
the Law. That the two catastrophes are typically parallel, 
no reader of the Scriptures can need to be informed: but all 
readers may not have observed how frequently this analogy 
of the two consummations is intimated in the Prophetical and 
New Testament Scriptures. Let the following passages be con- 
sidered : 

1. It is certain that the seventy weeks of Daniel’s Prophecy 
extend (in a sense which we will examine in a subsequent 
chapter) to the catastrophe of the αἰών or Dispensation. Mes: 
siah being cut off, the people of the Prince that should come 
(ὁ ‘Epxousvos)—4. 6. the Roman host—was to destroy City 
and Sanctuary. Now, observe these expressions: “ And the 
end thereof shall be (3) in the Flood = with, or like, the 
Flood.” ». 26. ‘And even unto extermination and judgment 
shall it rain down (1EN) upon the desolate.” ὁ. 27. 

2. In a prophecy of Isaiah, foretelling the desolations of 
Jerusalem, we read: 


Desolation is left in the city, 
The gate is shivered in pieces. 
* ¥ ¥ - 


The windows of heaven do ope, 
The earth’s foundations do tremble. xxiv. 
So, in connexion with the predicted rejection of the Corner-stone, 
that is, as the consequence of the national rejection of the 
Christ, 
I have made Right to be the line, 
And Righteousness the balance ; 
Hail shall sweep away the refuges of lics, 
And floods shall rend away their tower. xxviii. 
3. In Isaiah’s parable of the vineyard, which our Saviour 
teaches us to refer to this same crisis, ὁ. 6. to the Roman judg- 
ment, the conclusion is, | 
It shall roar over it in that day like the roaring of the sea, 
And if one looks to the land, behold darkness, anguish : 
The light is darkened by the raining thereof. v. 30. 

ἐ. 5. the flood roars over it and the rain rushes down from 


heaven. 
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4. Again, in the promise of future restoration, looking 
‘back to the judgment by which the rejection of Messiah was 
avenged, as past, 


In the flood of my wrath I hid my face for a moment, 

But with everlasting mercies will I have pity upon thee, 

Saith thy Redeemer, Jehovah: 

As the waters of Noah is this unto Me, 

As I sware that the waters of Noah should no more cover the earth, &c. 
liv. 8, 9. 


5. Amos prophesied the judgment on the ten tribes, but 
with an ulterior reference to Judah and Jerusalem : 


I will set mine eyes upon them for evil and not for good, 

And the Lord, Jehovah Sabaoth is He that toucheth the earth and it melteth, 
And it shall rise up wholly like a flood, 

And it shall go down as the river of Egypt. 


That calleth for the waters of the sea, and poureth them out upon the land. 
Behold the eyes of the Lord are against the sinful kingdom, 

‘And I will destroy it from off the land, 

Only that I will not destroy the House of Jacob. 

For Jo, I will command, and I will sift the House of Israel among all nations, 
Like as corn is sifted in a sieve......... 

All the sinners of my people shall die by the sword. 

In that day will I raise up the Tabernacle of David, &c. ix. 4 ff. 


6. Our Saviour, prophesying of the cuvredeia τοῦ αἰῶνος, 
i. 6. (in its proximate sense) of the last days of Jerusalem, 
likens the judgment to that which surprised the world of the 
ungodly in the days of Noah. 


But as were the days of Noah so shall be the coming of the Son of Man. 

For es they were in those days that were before the flood, eating and 
drinking, marrying and giving in marriage, until the day that Noah 
entered into the ark, and knew not, until the flood came and took them 
all away, 


‘So shall be also the coming of the Son of Man. Matt. xxiv. 87 ff. 


7. In the Church, as the Ark, the elect were saved from 
that judgment. St. Peter, in the near prospect of “the end 
of all things,” of “ the fiery trial about to begin at the House 
of God,” reminds those to whom he wrote of the “longsuffering 
of God in the days of Noah when the Ark was being prepared, 
wherein few, that is eight souls, were saved by the water,-the 
antitype whereof now saveth us, even baptism.” 1 Pet. iii. 19 ff. 
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And in his second Epistle, speaking of the end of all things, 
in which the catastrophe of that αἰών lay as yet undiscrimi- 
nated from the consummation of all things at Christ’s coming : 
“If God spared not the old world, but saved Nosh, ἃ preacher 
of righteousness, when He brought a flood upon the world of 
the ungodly,” &c. i. 5 ff. and i. 5 ff. See also Jude 9. 14.— 
The import of these passages of S. Peter is expressed by Light- 
foot in words which are very much to my present purpose :— 
“*S. Peter sets forth the destruction of that cursed city and 
nation in those terms that Christ had done, namely, as the 
destruction of the whole world, the heavens passing away, the 
elements melting, the earth burnt up,” &o. Works, Vol. 1. 
p- 838. (The Fall of Jerusalem). Ed. London, 1684. “ This 
desolation is phrased in Scripture as the desolating of the whole 
world. A new world, as it were, now created, a new people 
made the Church, a new economy: old things past, and all 
things become new. We are now upon a very remarkable and 
eminent period, where, should I write an ecclesiastical history, 
I would begin as at the beginning of a new world... Not but the 
calling of the Gentiles had begun before, for the gospel was 
now gone through all the world...but their (the Jewish) state 
and economy was not till now rooted up.” ὁ. 362. And on 
1 Pet. ii. 21. “δ magnifieth baptism as a badge and pledge 
of preservation of those that had received it, for the vengeance 
that was coming on that wicked nation. It is something of a 
strange recoiling that he makes, leaping back from mention of 
the death of Christ, ». 18, over all the story of the Old Tes- 
tament, and lighteth on the generation that was swept away by 
the Flood, and sheweth how Christ’s Spirit preached unto them. 
Why! had not the same Spirit preached in all the times 
between? Why are not those times named as well as these? 
Because the Apostle doth purposely intend to compare that 
old world then destroyed, with the destruction of the Jewish 
nation shortly coming, and to shew, that as Noah and his 
family were then saved by water, so they that had received 
. baptism were the antitype to that.” Harmony of the N. T. 
Anno Chr. 65. 

In fact, the connexion between the Flood and the catas- 
trophe of the Mosaic Dispensation is of this kind: both are 
types and earnests of that day of God which is yet to come; 
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in both, an old world, an Aiwy, a Dispensation and Order of 
Times came to an end by an awful dissolution, and a new world 
arose out of the ruins. Each was such a Day of the Lord, and 
Last Day, as the world had never seen before, nor will see until 
Christ's return to judgment. ‘Any person who reads the 
narrative which Josephus has left us of the events which marked 
the siege of Jerusalem, and weighs the unspeakable greatness 
of the catastrophe in comparison with any similar event recorded 
in history, will see that it stands alone in the annals of man- 
kind, neither like nor second to any calamity which, either 
before or since, ever fell upon the people of any nation. When 
Tacitus comes to that part of his history in which he has to 
relate this event, the expression which he uses marks how deep 
an impression it had made upon his imagination. Sed qua 
Samose: urbis supremum diem traditeri sumus, congruens οὐδέν 
primordia 6718 apertre.—Supremum diem! there was no me- 
taphor in this phrase, the words were literally true. It was 
the last day of one of the greatest and most renowned cities in 
the world, and there is, perhaps, no parallel event in history to 
which the same expression could with so little exaggeration 
have been applied.” (Archdeacon Lyall, Propawdia Prophetica, 
1840, p. 385.) 

Now if the Mosaic Dispensation began at the year to which 
it has been assigned ; in other words, if we have rightly construed 
the meaning of the words which dropped from the Apostle in 
that discourse which he held in the Synagogue of Pisidia, then 
the two “Days of the Lord” which Scripture exhibits as 
bearing to each other so impressive a felation, are related also 
by a law of Times and Seasons. I do not affirm that this one 
fact is of itself sufficient to countervail whatever of doubtful- 
ness may attach to our interpretation: but it is the first of a 
series of similar facts forming a cumulative attestation to the 
true meaning of that statement. 

§ 329. II. If this be indeed the period of the Mosaic 
Dispensation, it is composed of a series of cycles of a sacred 
character, which character has been expressly revealed as a part 
of the Divine Plan. In connexion with, and at the close of, 2 
period of seventy years, announced by the voice of prophecy as a 
penal sabbatism, there was revealed to Daniel a period of seventy 
umes seven years as yet to elapse before Messiah’s commg. But 


ᾧ 329. | IMPORT OF THE GENERAL SCHEME, 367 


history shows a period of 450 years preceding those seventy : 
annex to these the 40 years which St. Paul describes as begin- 
ning at Samuel and ending at David, and we have ἃ cycle of 
seventy times seven years. And this is preceded in the same 
outline by a period of just the same length, seventy étmes seven, 
and composed of the same portions, 40 + 450. Now this is 
very remarkable. We had measured the time up to the epoch 
of David’s reign; we lacked an exact measure of the time lying 
beyond this epoch; then an inspired Man of God casually, aa it 
were, put us in possession of the measure which was desiderated, 
which measure being applied to the known portion made the whole 
tract of time, first, exactly symmetrical with another to which it 
stood in a mystical relation, and secondly, marked out the whole 
into lesser cycles, uniform in their structure with that part of 
the times with respect to which the Divine plan was explicitly 
revealed. If the measure furnished by the Apostle had but 
been such as to make with the known term a gross sum of 980, 
or twice the period of seventy times seven, it had been suf- 
ficiently remarkable: but it is so given as to discriminate the 
two cycles conformably with this mystical analogy, that the first 
is the time of the Law alone, beginning with Moses, the second 
the time of the Prophets, beginning with Samuel. Nor is this 
all: but each cycle, again, is distributed into two. analogous 
terms. In tho first, the history notes a term of forty years—the 
Apostle supplies the term of 450 years. In the other, con- 
versely, the history furnishes the term of 450 yeare——the Apostle 
adds that of 40 years. Here, too, the mystical analogy is 
striking, Lither term of forty years is a time of trial and 
provocation. Afoees finds his counterpart in Samnel; Joshua 
in David. Joshua stands at the head of a succession of 
judges ruling Israel 450 years, David at the head of a line of 
kings reigning the same length of time. At the close of each 
cycle is a crisis of rejection and captivity (with this difference 
only, that the one period of servitude is included in the first 
cycle, the other, the Babylonian, is added to the second). Both, 
however, are obviously distinguished from all other, save the last 
of all, by God’s rejection of the place which He had chosen 
to set His Name there. Accordingly, the one catastrophe is 
actually set forth in Scripture as the earnest of the other.—Of 
the first, the Psalmist speaks thus: 
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When God heard this He was wroth 

And greatly abhorred Israel : 

So that He forsook the Tabernacle of Shiloh, 

And the tent which He had pitched among men. 

And delivered their strength into captivity, 

And His glory into the enemy’s hand. Psalm I xxviii. 59. 


Of the second, Jeremiah thus prophesies : 


“(ὁ ye now to my place which was in Shiloh, where I set my name 
at the first, and see what I did to it for the wickedness of my people Israel. 
And now because ye have done all these works, therefore will I do to this 
house which is called by my name, wherein ye trust, and unto the place 
which I gave to you and to your fathers, as I have done unto Shiloh, and 
1 will cast you out of my sight.” vii. 12. 

‘‘Thus saith the Lorp: if ye will not hearken to|Me to walk in my 
Laws which 1 have set before you, to hearken to the words of my servants 
the Prophets whom I sent unto you...then will I make this house like 
Shiloh, and will make this city a curse to all the nations of the earth.” 
Xxvi. 6. 

Moreover, at the close of the second sera or Dispensation, 
the Almighty, speaking by Jeremiah, declares this final issue: 

“Though Moses and Samuel stood before Me, yet my mind could not 
be towards this people. Cast them out of my sight, and let them go forth.” 
xv. 1. 


§ 330. And now let us notice the two correspondent 
terms of forty years.—Each begins with the manifestation of a 
great Deliverer, whose birth and early years are previously 
related in conspicuous analogy with the opening of the Gospel 
History. With each, a new order of things begins: the one, 
having saved Israel from the hand of Egypt, gives the Law: 
the other, after a like miraculous deliverance, is manifested as the 
promised “ Prophet like unto Moses” (in the proximate sense 
of that promise) the leader of the goodly fellowship of the 
Prophets. The great day at Mizpeh was the beginning of a 
new order of things, the boundary between two eras of the 
Theocracy: this Samuel himself seems to intimate in that 
significant act of his, the erection of a stone or pillar, which 
“he called Hben-Ezer, saying, Hitherto hath the Lorp helped 
us.”— But every season of mercy is, in connexion with our state 
of probation, a crisis, or season of judgment. When Israel 
came out of Egypt, the Lorp led him in the wilderness, to 
humble him and to prove him, and to know what was in his 
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heart, forty years. It was a time of δοκιμασία, of wetpacuos, 
of παραπικρασμός, of probation, temptation, and (in the issue) 
of provocation. And so it was, again, when God delivering His 
people by Samuel from a second almost Egyptian bondage gave 
them a new Dispensation, the order of the Prophets, “ tke 
Prophé like unto Moses:” then, also, a term of forty years, a 
τεσσαρακονταετὴς χρόνος, a8 S. Paul expresses it, was mea- 
sured out to Israel for probation and trial. But Israel a second 
time rejected wilfully the merey of God. ‘‘They have not 
rejected thee,” said God to Samuel, “but they have rejected 
Mg, that I should not reign over them: according to all the 
works which thoy have done since the day that I brought them 
up out of Egypt even to this day.” In the wilderness “they 
provoked God, giving no credence to His word, and lusting to 
return into Egypt,” and in the days of Samuel they provoked 
Him, lusting after a king such as were the kings of the heathen. 
Thus in the wilderness they provoked God and were tried and 
punished, forty years; in Canaan, they desired a king, and He 
‘“‘ gave them a king in His wrath,” forty years. Perhaps it was 
even while this second season was running its course that the 
Spirit of Christ thus warned his people by the Psalmist: ‘‘To- 
day if ye shall hear His voice, harden not your heart, as in the 
provocation, as in the day of temptation in the wilderness, when 
your fathers tempted Me, proved Me, and saw my works. 
Forty years long was I grieved, &c.” “To-day,” as the 
Apostle comments, “after so long a time.” 

Passing by for the present the interval of about 147 years, 
which elapsed between the close of the period and the com- 
mencement of the concluding period of 490 years, we observe 
that a period nearly τεσσαρακονταετὴς ensued upon the com- 
mencement of the Gospel Dispensation. We have not yet ex- 
amined Daniel’s prophecy of the seventy weeks: this we shall 
do in the next chapter: at present jit is sufficient for our 
purpose that the interval between the Crucifixion and the de- 
struction of Jerusalem has been proved to be nearly 40 years. 
This was the final term of probation allotted to Jerusalem, 
when He of whom Moses and the Prophete did testify appeared 
as the true Saviour, Lawgiver, and Prophet, and was about to 
manifest himself in due time as the true Joshua and David. 
The dispensation of the gospel was to be preached “to the Jew 

24 
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first :” it was to be seen whether Israel would receive Messish 
himself preached to them with the Holy Ghost sent down from 
heaven, or whether they would “reject the (final) counsel of 
God,” as their fathers had rejected the Law and the Prophets. 
In its issue, this final τεσσαρακονταετὴς χρόνος proved to be 
the most aggravated ‘“‘day of provocation.” At its close, Israel 
was found unhumbled, given over to 8 reprobate mind, ép@axew 
ex αὐτοὺς ἡ ὀργὴ eis τέλος. 1 Thess. i. 16’. 

It was during this last term of forty years, and before one 
half of it was expired, that S. Paul being sent forth with Bar- 
nabas by express command of the Holy Ghost to preach the 
gospel to the Gentiles, but still in every place preaching Jesus 
Christ “to the Jew first,” appeared in the Synagogue of 
Antioch in Pisidia. The discourse which he delivered upon 
that occasion, the first which is on record, it has pleased the Holy 
Spirit to deliver in the Acts of the Apostles, chap. xiii. In it 
the Apostle reminds his hearers, Jews and proselytes, “ how 
God chose out their fathers, exalted them in the time of their 
sojourning in Egypt and brought them out thence with an 
high arm. After this, during a forty years period (ws τεσσα- 
ρακονταετῆ χρόνον), He bore them as a nurse in the wilder 
neas, and having destroyed seven nations in the land of Canaan, 
eaused them to share their land, and after this, for 150 years 
(ws ἔτεσι τετρ. καὶ wevt.), He gave them judges until Samuel 
the Prophet. And thence (or, thereupon, from that conjunc- 
ture) they asked a king, and God gave them Saul, son of Kish, 
a man of the tribe of Benjamin, forty years (ἄτη τεσσ.), and, 
having removed him, raised up unto them David to be their 
king...Of this man’s seed, God according to His promise hath 
brought to Israel a Saviour, Jesus.” Then he speaks of the 
forerunner John the Baptist and of his testimony, of the mi- 
racles of Jesus, his rejection by the Jews, his crucifixion and 
resurrection, and ends with this solemn warning : ‘“‘ Beware, there- 
fore, lest that come upon you which is written in the Prophets : 

Behold, ye despisers, and wonder and perish: 
For I work a work in your days 
Which ye will in no wise believe, though one declare it unto you.” 


" Dehine quum tempus medium a | eorum deserta. Tertullian. adv. Mar- 
Tiberio usque ad Vespasianum non | cion. 111. 23. 
penilentiam intellevissent, facta est terra 


§ 330. | IMPORT OF THE GENERAL SCHEME. 
The words are taken partly from Isaiah’s prophecy of the de- 
struction of Jerusalem: (xxix. 14), partly from a prophecy of 
Habakkuk to the same purport (i. 5. LXX.) Thus it is 
intimated in these concluding words, that the consequence of a 
rejection of Jesus Christ would be a judgment upon the whole 
nation, city and temple, of which the times of Babylon should 
be regarded as ἃ type and earnest. 

The chronological statement with which this discourse 
begins must, surely, involve some latent emphasis, some signi- 
ficance which at first sight does not disclose itself. One can 
scarce think that S. Paul on such an occasion should have 
entered into such details merely as matter of historical recital. 
Something depends on them—something of cogency is involved 
in them—the scope of the exhortation is somehow concerned 
in them. And the scheme of Times and Seasons, of which we 
have now discerned the outlines by means (and solely by means) 
of these very statements, may enable us to apprehend the pur- 
pose for which they are introduced. Had any of those whv 
heard him possessed a prophetical knowledge or foreboding (as 
Daniel did in another case) of that purpose of Divine Providence 
which the event has made known to us, he would, I think, have 
felt in these statements of the Apostle an emphasis, which may 
be worded somewhat in this way: ‘It is the last time, the final 
τεσσαρακονταετὴς χρόνυς Of probation: as Jonah preached to 
the Ninevites, so we to you: yet forty years, and Jerusalem 
shall be destroyed: Reject not the Christ, as your fathers re- 
jected Moses and Samuel, the Law and the Prophets.” 

And, indeed, it is not only on this occasion that this parti- 
cular term of years is introduced with a significance so latent, 
that a reader who is not aware of its purport is apt to feel 
a kind of surprise at ita being mentioned at all. 8. Stephen's 
discourse, Acts vii., abounds in instances*. But this is espe- 
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3 Acts vii. 23, os δὲ ἐπληροῦτο αὐτῷ 
τεσσαρακονταοτὴς χρόνος it came into 
his heart to visit his brethren...now he 
thought that his brethren understood that 
God, by his hand, was giving them deli- 
verance, but they understood it noi.... 
So Moses fied and became a sojourner in 
the land of Midian...cal πληρωθέντων 


érev τεσσαράκοντα in the wilderness of 
the mount Sinai &c; and again, v. 36. 
Surely these emphatic statements have a 
meaning : and the meaning, which is per- 
haps a deeper one than we can at present 
comprehend may be of this kind, namely : 
First, Moses smiting the Egyptian, and 
then, through the dulness and faithless- 
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cially the case in the Epistle to the Hebrews, in which, again 
and again, the inspired writer takes up and enforces the warn- 
ing delivered long before by the Holy Spirit through David in 
the 95th psalm: “‘ Wherefore, as saith the Holy Ghost, to-day, 
if ye shall hear His voice,” &c. The reader will easily satisfy 
himself of the fact, if he will read the four first chapters of 
that Epistle with this notion in his mind, that the Apostle 
is addressing this exhortation to his own nation in reference 
to a τεσσαρακονταετὴς χρόνος of probation. 

The reality of the particular arrangement which we are now 
considering is confirmed by the type of Jonah to which I have 
already made a passing allusion. ‘“ There shall no sign be 
given to this generation but the sign of the prophet Jonah.” 
“ΑΒ Jonah was a sign to the Ninovites, so shall the Son of Man 
be to this generation.” ‘The men of Nineveh shall rise up in 
the judgment against this generation and shall condemn it. 
For they repented at the preaching of Jonah.” The Nineveh 
of Jonah is, mystically, Jerusalem. And what was the preaching 
of Jonah? Of Jonah, be it observed, after his resurrection from 
the jaws of death and from ‘‘ the womb of Hades,” on the third 
day? ‘Jonah began to enter into the city a day's journey, 
and he cried and said, Yet forty days and Nineveh shall be over- 
thrown.” 

Numerous other types of this same period occur both in the 
Old and New Testament. The early Christian writers have 
frequently adverted to this significance of the number Forty. 


ness of Israel compelled to sojourn in the | xix. 14.) Then He withdrew himself 


wilderness 40 years, may perhaps be the 
type and rehearsal of the smiting of all 
Egypt and the subsequent time of provo- 
cation in the wilderness, Secondly and 
principally, and in direct connexion with 
the drift of the Martyr’s discourse, I take 
it to be the type of the great crisis on 
which the Church had just entered when 
Stephen spake these words: “ Chris#, in 
the fulness of time, came ἐπισκέψασθαι 
τοὺς ἀδελφοὺς αὑτοῦ τοὺς υἱοὺς ᾿Ισραήλ, 
καὶ ἐποίησεν ἐκδίκησιν πατάξας (τὸν Σα- 
τανᾶν)...οἱ δὲ οὐ συνῆκαν, ἀπώσαντο δὲ 
αὑτὸν λέγοντες, τίς σε κατέστησεν ap- 
χοντα καὶ δικαστὴν ἐφ᾽ ἡμῶν: (cf. Luke 


from them, 40 years.” In much the same 
way CEcumenius comments on the trans- 
action. Θεωρίας τῆς ἀνωτάτω συνθήσει 
ἡμῖν ὁ λόγος τὴν οἰκονομίαν, τὴν ἐπὶ 
Χριστῷ. Evpev yap ὁ Σωτὴρ δεινὴν 
ὑπομένοντας τὴν πλεονεξίαν τοὺς ἐξ Ἴσ- 
ραήλ, (ἐπεπήδα γὰρ els αὐτοὺς ὥσπερ 
συντρίβων ὁ Σατανᾶς,) ἐλεήσας ἐλευθε- 
ροῦν ἐσκέπτετο...οἱ δὲ ἐφ᾽ οἷς ἔμελλον 
εὐχαριστεῖν ἔφασκον, Οὗτος οὐκ ἐκβαλ- 


et κι τολ.....ὄ.ὅ.95. τοι τοῦτο... καθάπερ 


Μωσῆς μοτετέθη εἰς γῆν Μαδιαμ...τὴν 
ἐξ ἐθνῶν ἑκάλει συναγωγήν. Ἐπαττ. in 
Act. Apost. ς. vii. Compare v. 35 with 
ii, 36. iv. 11, 12. 
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“Jerome repeatedly observes, that the interval of 40 years, 
or the number 40 in general, seems to have been especially 
appropriated to the suspension, previous to the execution, of 
the penal dispensations of Providence, as the term of probation, 
as the measure of God’s long-suffering, as the interval of warning 
and expectation allowed for repentance, and, in defect of that, 
after which the punishment of obstinate impenitence should 
begin.” Greswell, Dissertations, i. 597. Origen had previously 
made the same remark, on Deut. xxv. 8. ἀεί γε τετηρήκαμεν 
κακωτικὸν ὄντα τὸν τεσσαράκοντα apiQuov. He cites as 
instances the fasts of Moses, Elijah, and Christ, and the 40 
days rain in the Deluge. The passages referred to in S. Jerome 
are the following : 

Comm. in Jon. iii. 4. Quadragenarius numerus convenit pecca- 
toribus et jejunto et orationt et sacco δὲ lacrymis et perseverantia 
deprecandi. Comm. in Ezech. xxix. 11. Qui numerus semper 
afflictionts et pane est. (E.g. The fasts of Moses, &.: the 40 
years in the wilderness: the 40 years denoted by the 40 days of 
Ezekiel’s lying on one side: the 40 decads of sojourning, 
- Gen. xv.: the 40 days of rain in the Flood.) But the passage 
most to the purpose is the following: Comm. in Amos, ii. 10. Ipse 
Dominus fecit nos exire de sceculo, δὲ per annos zl., qui numerus 
semper affiictionis σὲ jepunts, luctus est ot doloris, per tribulationes 
et angustias perventre in terram sanctam, ut possideremus primum 
terram Amorrhan....e postea suscitaret de filtis nostris prophetas, 
omnes sanctos viros gut acceperunt spiritum prophetalem.” See 
also Comm. in Ezech. xli. 

The Jews themselves have a very remarkable tradition 
which distinctly recognizes a period of forty years preceding 
the destruction of the second Temple. ‘Our rabbins,” says 
Kimchi in Zech. xi. 3, “say, that forty years before the de- 
struction of the Temple, the doors of the sanctuary flew open of 
their own accord. Rabban Johanan Ben Zakkai reproved 
them, and said, O sanctuary! How long wilt thou terrify thy- 
self? I know that thine end is to be left desolate, for Zechariah 
hath prophesied against thee long since, Open thy doors, O 
Lebanon.” (Kimchi’s Comm. on Zechariah, translated by Dr. 
Mc Caul, p. 119.) Josephus, too, relates this prodigy in his 
summary account of tho portents which preceded the war, (B. J. 
vi. 5. 3,) but without mention of the timc, except that it was 
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at a certain passover, apparently of the same year in which, at 
Pentecost, the voice was heard, which said, Μεταβαίνωμεν 
ἐντεῦθεν. Perhaps the tradition confounds the rending of the 
veil, forty years before the war, and the spontaneous opening 
of the gate at a later period. However that may be, here 1s 
this critical period recognized by the Jews themselves’. 


ΕἼ perceive with much satisfaction that the economy of periods measured 
by seventy times seven has been noticed in part by Lightfoot. “ From 
the beginning of Samuel’s rule to the beginning of the Captivity in Babel 
was 490 years, and from the end of that Captivity to the death of Christ, 
490 years more, and the seventy years Captivity, ‘the midst of years’ be- 
tween.” The first period of 490 years he dates from the day of Mizpeh, as 
I have done, and makes that day the type of the beginning of the Gospel 
Dispensation. “ Here was a strange and wondrous spirit of conversion poured 
upon the people at the beginning of the race of Prophets as there was at the 
end of it.” “As the practice in the Acts was to repent and be baptized, 80 
was it then with Israel, as that expression may most properly be interpreted 
1 Sam. vi. 6, ‘they drew water and poured it out before the Lord,’ as wash- 
ing or baptizing themselves from their idolatry.”—Commentary on Acts 
11, 24. See also “Chronicle of the Times” on 1 Sam. vi. Works, Vol. i 
p. 54. Lightfoot’s scheme for the earlier part being based on the Hebrew 
text of 1 Kings vi. 4, as understood by the Jews and Ussher, he could 
not perceive the existence of a period of 490 years before these two. The 
reader will observe that in the latter part Lightfoot absurdly follows 
the Jewish reckoning, in making but 490 years from the let of Cyrus 
(Ε. c. 536) to a.p. 33. His reason for overthrowing the received chronology 
is expressed in the note on Dan. ix. p. 136. “So that from this year to 
the death of Christ are 490 years; and there is no cause because of doubtful 
records among the heathen (/) to make a doubt of the fixedness of this time, 
which an Angel of the Lord hath pointed out with so much exactness.” See 
the entire scheme in the Prolegemena to the Harmony of the Four Evangelists, 
p- 383-—390. 

I have not been able to discover whether the early Christian chronogra- 
phers had their attention drawn to this feature of the Old Testament chro- 
nology. In some of the ancient schemes, however, this double period of 490 
years was made out, or very nearly. 8. Paul's outline gave the first ; but to 
bring out the second, required more exact criticism and summation than the 
ancients applied to the subject. Still, some of them do come very near to 
the truth. Thus Clement of Alexandria, and 5. Cyprian in his Paschal Com- 
putus (or whoever was the author of that essay) give 490 years as the 
period between the Exode and the epoch of the 40 years of Saul, and reckon 
497 (Clem.) or 495 (Cyp.) from thence to the Captivity, ἐ. 6. to the begin- 
ning of the Seventy Years. Africanus recognized both periods but separated 
them by wide intervals: viz. 
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§ 331. It can scarcely be accidental that the period of 
430 years so emphatically described in Exodus is just the period 
afterwards, in ἃ different connexion, revealed to Ezekiel. On 
that subject I have more to say in 8 subsequent place. Here I 
would call attention to a remarkable circumstance which seems 
to connect this period in a peculiar way with the Abrahamic 
covenant. 


“ Moses 40 years. Joshua 25 [i 27]. {Elders 30= 97 
490 


Judges, from let Servitude to ΕἸΝ..........β.ἀἐννννννόνννοιν 

Eli and Samuel.................sccossccccscecsecccscsceseneecs 90 
Hebrew Kings, from Ist of Saul............scccccceees 490 
Captivity, beginning at 1 Zedekiah ............00+0. 70 


Sum...... 1237 years.” 

The exceas is enormous: for not only are the three first items in truth part 
of the fourth, and the fifth item part of the sixth, but Africanus, by a 
singular oversight, identifies the end of the 70 years with the Ist year of the 
Persian reign of Cyrus = 559 s.c. ΟἹ. 55. 1, 80 that his date of the Exode 
becomes 559 +1237 = 1796 s.c. This extravagant scheme originated, I 
suppose, in his use of early profane chronology, viz. in his making the Flood 
of Ogyges, which he dates 1020 years before Ol. 1. 1. (=1796 3.0.) contem- 
porary with the Exodus of Israel. Syncellus comes much nearer to the 
truth: viz. he reckons from the First Servitude to the Captivity, 2 x 490 
years (3006 — 4888. a. m.= 980.) 8. Theophil. ad Autolyc. iii. reckons 498 
from the Exode to the accession of David, which is 32 years too little ; and 
518} from thence to the end of the seventy years Captivity, which is but 
ἃ year and a half short of the truth. 

It is very remarkable that Origen reckoned 10x 490 years from the 
Creation to the last times of Jerusalem : he gave this as the sense of Daniel’s 
prophecy, reckoning to the birth of Christ 4830 years, or 69 weeks of 70 
years each. The last week, of 70 years, is bisected at the death of Christ. 
In Matt. Comment. Series, 40. (ii. 277. ed. Lommatzsch.) In another 
place, Comm. in Matt. tom. xv. 84 (i. 398), expounding the parable of the 
Labourers in the Vineyard, and placing the first hour at Adam, third at 
Noah, sixth at Abraham, ninth at Moses, eleventh at the Incarnation of 
Christ, he remarks that the interval from the third to the sixth is equal 
to that from the sixth to the ninth, and similarly that the period from the 
first to the third corresponds with that from the ninth to the eleventh: é.¢. 
that from Adam to Noah is the same length of time as from Moses to Christ, 
and from Noah to Abraham the same as from Abraham to Moses. This ts 
very curious: it is almost precisely the scheme of the times which Iam here 
describing: from which it differs only in placing the Incarnation, not the 
destruction of Jerusalem, as parallel with the days of Noah. Perhaps, how- 

ever, 
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The Roman judgment on Judah and Jerusalem was con- 
summated in two great catastrophes :—the Levitical Covenant 
was abolished, in the one, when the Temple was destroyed: im 
the other, precisely 65 years later (a.p. 135, Hadrian’s war of 
extermination), the seed of Abraham was finally expatriated 
from the Land of Promise; this, accordingly, may be regarded 
as the supremus dics of the Abrahamic Covenant. Ponder the 
scene which is here described as the issue of that war: “The 
whole of Judsea was a desert ; wolves and hysnas went howling 
through the streets of the desolate cities. Those who escaped 
were scarcely more fortunate: they were reduced to slavery by 
thousands. There was a great far held under the terebinth 
beneath which Abraham, st was believed, had pitched his tent : 
thither his miserable children were brought in droves, and sold as 
cheap as slaves. Others were carried away, and sold at Gaza ; 
others were transported into Egypt.” (Milman, History of the 
Jews.) 

In connexion with this impressive scene, let the reader 
consider this fact, involved in our date of the Exode. The time 
of the catastrophe was certainly the year 1385. From the Pro- 
mise (2106 8.0.) to this year are therefore just 2150 years, 
that is, five periods of 430 years precisely; and from the 
Exodus four such periods’. 

But there are some further corollaries resulting from our 
date of the Promise. For the Covenant made on that day 
with Abraham attained its highest fulfilment in Solomon: now 


ever, Origen had no very precise notion of a numerical parallelism of periods: 
and certainly he could not mean to represent the interval from Noah to 
Abraham as longer (in the proportion of 3 to 2) than the period from Adam 
to Noah. It may be remarked, that some of the ancients seem to have been 
very nearly in possession of the true length of the Mosaic period: and it is 
curious that the mystical calculation of the name Mevons (- 1648) was sup- 
posed by some to give the exact length. Thus an unknown writer quoted 
from a ΜΆ, ined. by Cotelerius in Barnabd. Ep. c. 16. ἰστεόν ὅτι τὸ Μωύυσης 
ὄνομα Ψηφιζόμενον ἔχει ἄριθμον ᾳχμή. Καὶ εἰρέθη ὁ Μωσαϊκὸς νόμος 
κρατήσας τοσαῦτα ἔτη. 


' Even the interval of 65 years, be- | connexion with this very period of 430 
tween the two instalments of the judg- | years. This will be shown in ἃ subse- 
ment (a. Ὁ. 70 and 135), is significant in | quent chapter. 
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from our year of the Promise (2016) to the first year of the son 
of David (1016) are precisely a thousand years. Again: the 
whole period from the Promise to the end of the Mosaic dispen- 
sation (4 August, a.p. 70) is 2085” 4™. The bisection of this 
period (or 10427 8™) lies at the close of 974 8.c., which is a 
very remarkable conjuncture of the history. For so we read : 
‘“‘ They strengthened the kingdom of Judah and made Reho- 
boam strong, three years: for three years thoy walked in the 
way of David and Solomon. And it came to pass when Reho- 
boam had established the kingdom, and had strengthened him- 
self, he forsook the law of the Lord, and all Israel with him. 
And it came to pass, that in the fifth year of Rehoboam Shi- 
shak king of Egypt came up against Jerusalem, because they had 
transgressed against the Lord...And when the Lord saw that 
they humbled themselves, the word of the Lord came to She- 
maiah, saying, They have humbled themselves; therefore I will 
not destroy them... Nevertheless they shall be his servants, that 
they may know My service, and the service of the kingdoms of 
the countries.” 2 Chron. xi. 17; xii. 1 ff. The third year 
of Rehoboam expired at the Passover of 974 3.c. That year, 
the critical epoch of the troubles of Judah—the time when 
Egypt was again, for the first time since the Exode, a triumph- 
ant enemy—is the central year of the entire Abrahamic dis- 
pensation. Hz illo retro flere ac sublapsa reforri. 

It seems to me that the facts which have been described are 
sufficient to establish our interpretation of the apostolic state- 
ment. I shall, therefore, drop all further questioning on that 
point, and proceed to describe the manifold economy of Times 
and Seasons which that measure brings to light. First, how- 
ever, we have to examine that famous prophecy of the Seventy 
Weeks, and to determine its bearings on our scheme of chro- 


nology. 
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CHAPTER II. 


DANIEL’S PROPHECY OF THE SEVENTY WEEKS. 


§ 332. We have now seen that the prophetical period of 
Secenty Sevens which was revealed to Daniel does not stand by 
itself, but forms part of a system of such periods. In the pro- - 
phecy itself, there is an evident connexion between the period of 
seventy years foretold by Jeremiah, which were then just about 
to expire, and the period of seventy sevens which was the subject 
of a fresh revelation. The fact of this connexion is, in itself, 
sufficient to satisfy us, who live after the event, that a fulfilment 
in years was, if not the only, at least the principal and imme- 
diate fulfilment which was intended’. 

The prophecy was given “in the first year of Darius, son 
of Ahasuerus the Mede, which was made king over the realm of 
the Chaldeans,” ¢.¢., in the course of the sixty-ninth year of 
the seventy years captivity. (Supra, ᾧ 184, p. 196.) 

Babylon was now taken by the Medes as the Prophets had 
foretold: and Daniel, understanding by the books, especially by 
the prophecy of Jeremiah, “that the Lord would accomplish 
seventy years in the desolations of Jerusalem,” “set his face 
unto the Lord God to seek by prayer and supplications.” The 
object of his prayer is described in these words: “ Hear the 
prayer of thy servant, and cause thy face to shine upon thy 
sanctuary that is desolate. Behold our desolationa, and the 


1 This connexion ought not to be 
overlooked in the argument against 
that scheme of prophetical interpreta- 
tion which assumes that each day of the 
other prophetical periods (1260, 2300, 
&c.) stands of course for a year. The 
advocates of thescheme in question appeal 
to the prophecy of the seventy weeks, as 
if it afforded a notable proof that, in the 
eye of prophecy, a day is of course, 
to be interpreted as a year. But in fact, 


this prophecy says not a word about 
days; it speaka only of sevens. To 
which I add, that the word sevens, in 
the Hebrew, is in a different form from 
the word which means weeks of days. 
Whether sevens of days are meant, or 
sevens of months, of years, or any other 
period, must be gathered from the con- 
text: and the context, in so far as 70 
sevens are opposed to 70 years, implies 
the unit to be a year. 
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οἷν which is called by thy name. Defer not, for thine own 
sake, for thy city and thy people are called by thy name.” And 
thus was his prayer answered: ‘‘ While I was speaking and 
praying ... for the Holy Mountain of my God, the man 
Gabriel, being caused to fly swiftly, touched me about the time 
of the evening oblation. And he informed me, and talked with 
me, and said, I am now come forth to give thee akill and 
understanding. At the beginning of thy supplication came 
Sorth the word (271 Nx») and I am come to shew thee, for thou 


art greatly beloved: wherefore understand the word and con- 
sider the vision. 


Sevens seventy are cut off (or, cut short) upon thy people and upon thy 
holy city. 

To finish the defection and to seal up sins’, 

And to cover (or, expiate) iniquity (perversity), 

And to cause-to~come righteousness of ages: 

And to seal up vision and prophet, and to anoint (the) Holy of Hollies. 

Thou shalt know therefore and understand : 

From the going forth of the word for the restoring and for the building 
of Jerusalem to (the) Anointed, (the) Prince [Messiah Nagid]. 

(Shall be) sevens seven, and sevens sixty-and-two: 

It shall be restored and built, (both) street and conduit’, even in the 
straitnees of the times. 

{Or, The street shall be restored and built, 

And it is decreed, even in the straitness of the times.) 

And after the sevens sixty-and-two shall Messiah be cut off, and it is not 
his: ((ἐ. 6. the people. ) 

And the city and the sanctuary hall (the) people of the prince that is 
come to lay waste: 

And its end (shall be) in (or, Hike) the inundation : 

And even to the end of the war is (a) decree of desolations. 

And he will make-firm a covenant with the many one seven, 

(Or, One seven will make strong, &c. 

Or, (The) covenant shall prevail, do-great-things, with the many, one 
seven. ) 

And the half (or, middle) of the seven will make-to-cease offering and 
drink-offering, 


39 The K’ri here has OF V1, 20 in viii. 3 “ΥῇΓ has undoubtedly the same 
45, for DST; ‘to bring sins to the | meaning here, as in the Aramaic and 
full.” SBwald prefers this reading as | Arabic, pool or water-conduit, the build. 
more agreeable to the sense, and also | ing of which is of so much importance 
as being more poetical than the repeti- [ to Jerusalem.” Ewald. 
tion of BVT in the same verse. 
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And on the wing shall be abominations of desolation, 
And even unto extermination and judgment shall it rain down upon the 
desolated (or, desolator). 


§ 333. The obscurity of this prophecy before the event 
must have been great indeed, since even now it is so difficult to 
give, clear of ambiguity, the exact sense of several of its terms. 
How little it was understood before the event may be seen as 
matter of fact in the Septuagint—the old version, that is, and 
not the Greek of Theodotion, which has been substituted for it. 
The ambiguity, doubtless, was intentional. Assuredly, it was 
not agreeable to the Divine Will that the Old Testament Church 
should know, so long before, that a period of nearly five centu- 
ries would elapse before the coming of the Messiah, and that 
His Advent would issue in the destruction of His “ people, city, 
and sanctuary.” That destruction was foreknown and decreed, 
but as the consequence of the nation’s rejection of Messiah. 
And here, as in all other prophecies ejusdem materia, the true 
sense, which is the expression of the Divine Foreknowledge, lay 
hidden until the event disclosed it. The very purpose of proba- 
tion required this concealment. 

This, however, is not the place for any sufficiently extensive 
discussion of the nature and objects of Prophecy. Our business 
is to shew how the event has brought out the true sense of this 
prediction. And since its wording is designedly ambiguous, it 
is useless to argue, ἃ priors, what must be the true sense. 
Only thus much appears upon a general survey of the prophecy, 
that after the sixty-two weeks ‘Messiah is cut off:” that a 
period of seven weeks precedes this of sixty-two: that in the 
middle of the 70th week, ¢. 6.3} years after the 7 + 62, “ sacri- 
fice and offering are made to cease.” 

ᾧ 334. Now let us apply this scheme to the results of our 
chronological investigation. Messiah was “cut off” in the year 
a. vd. 29, March 18. If from this date we measure back 
34 + 62x 7+ 7x 7 = 486} Julian years, we arrive at ΒΕ. c. 
459, 17th September. But 4864 natural solar years, to end 
at 18 March a. p. 29, must begin 20 or 21 Sept. Β.ο. 459. In 
that year the 7th month began 11th Sept., whence the 20th 
Sept. was the 10th Tisri, or Day of Atonement. And, on 
turning to the history, we find this to be a date which precisely 
corresponds with the terms of the prophecy. Ezra vii. 1 ff. 
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“Now after these things, in the reign of Artaxerxes, king of 
Persia, Ezra... went up from Babylon. And he was a ready 
scribe in the law of Moses which the Lorp God of Israel had 
given: and the king granted him all his request according to 
the hand of the Lorp his God upon him. And he came to 
Jerusalem in the 5th month, which was in the seventh year 
of Artawerzes the king. For on the first day of the first month 
began he to go up from Babylon, and on the fifth day of the 
fifth month came he to Jerusalem, according to the good hand 
of his God upon him. For Ezra had prepared his heart to seek 
the law of the Lorn and to do it, and to teach in Israel statutes 
and judgments.” After this follows the decree of Artaxerxes 
for the complete rebuilding of the Temple and restoration of the 
Mosaic ritual and polity. 

§ 335. That Ezra, more than either Zerubbabel or Nehe- 
miah, was the restorer of Jerusalem, in the most important and 
effective sense of the word, cannot be doubted. He is to the 
Old Testament Church in its last period, what Moses was to 
the first, and Samuel to the second. With him began what 
may be called the Dispensation of the Scribes and Wise Men. 
A fitter epoch for this last period can nowhere be found than is 
afforded by the great crisis im which Ezra was the principal 
actor. The national humiliation and renewal of the covenant, 
cha. x. are the counterpart of the like event at the beginning of 
the zra of the Prophets. Nay, the very name of Ezra bears a 
significant relation to the Eben-Ezer, “Stone of Help,” set up 
by Samuel as the boundary between the two first dispensations. 
1 Sam. vii. 12.—‘‘ We were bondmen,” says Ezra, “ yet our 
God hath not forsaken us in our bondage, but hath extended 
mercy to us in the sight of the kings of Persia, to give us a 
reviomg, to set up the house of our God, and to repair the desola- 
tions thereof, and to give us a wall ἐπ Judah and Jerusalem.” 

For the proof of the fact, so far as this obecure point of 
chronology can be proved, that the seventh month of the seventh 
year of Artaxerxes lies in s.c. 459, I refer the reader to an 
earlier section of this work (ᾧ 192). The seventh month, in- 
deed, is not mentioned in the history, but it is almost a matter 
of course that the month of the Feast of Trumpets, of the Day 
of Atonement, and of the Feast of Tabernacles, would form the 
epoch of Ezra’s restoration of the Mosaic worship and polity. 
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Then, and not sooner, would all the people be assembled at 
Jerusalem, 

From this term, then, we are to reckon 7 + 62 + 4 periods 
of 7 years each. The first of these, or 49 years, will terminate 
18th September (about), in the year 410: the second, at the 
same period of a.p. 25; the third, of course, at the Cruci- 
fixion, 18th March, λον. 29. 

§ 336. And now, perhaps, we may be able to apprehend 
the purport of the partition of the whole period of 70 weeks 
into portions of 7 + 62 - 1. 

The 7 weeks or 49 years end at a time which coincides, on 
the one hand, with the complete restoration of Jerusalem’, as 
far as we have the means of judging; and also with the ocessa- 
tion of prophecy, or “ sealing up of vision and Prophet ” in the 
person of Malachi’, the last Prophet of the Old Testament. 

The exact date of Malachi’s prophecy is nowhere on record. 
Thus much, however, can be shewn to be probable, that it 
coincides, in time, with the latter part of the history of Nehe- 
miah (xiii. 6 ff.) Both Malachi’s prophecy and that part of 
the history of Nehemiah hinge upon the same state of things, 
which, indeed, is described in both almost in the same terms. 
Compare, for instance, what is said of the sin of the priests in 
allying themselves with strange wives, in Mal. iii. 10, with Nehe- 
mish xiii. 1012. ‘Only it may be doubted whether the 
appearing of Malachi should be placed shortly before, or shortly 
after, or just at the same time with the reformation effected at 
the second visit of Nehemiah” (which occurred some considerable 
time after the 82nd of Artaxerxes). ‘‘ The last supposition is 


— ..- 


' How truly that part of the pro- 
phecy was fulfilled in the term specified 
the first 7 x 7 years, which foretold the 
building again of the street and wall, or, 
as Theodotion expresses it, olxodoun- 
θήσεται ele πλάτος καὶ μῆκος, we may 
learn from the incidental testimony of 
Herodotus (iii. 5), ἀπὸ ydp Φοινίκης 
μέχρι οὔρων τῶν Kadurlos πόλιος, ἢ 
ἐστι Σύρων τῶν Παλαιστινῶν καλεομέ- 
νων" ἀπὸ δὲ Καδύτιος, ἐούσης πόλιος (ὡς 
ἐμοὶ δοκέει) Σαρδίων οὐ πολλῷ ἐλάσσο- 
νος κατιλ. That Kadytis means Jeru- 
salem, the Holy City, (Ha-qod’shah, as 


it is still called by the Arabs, ) there can 
be no doubt. Now Herodotus finished 
his history later than 408 8.c. (iii. 15.) 
That is, when Herodotus visited Jeru- 
salem, somewhere between 450 and 400 
B.c., it was a city hardly inferior, in 
point of size, to the great city Sardis—a 
city which claims the standing epithet 
‘great.’ Vade, ait, ad magnis vicinum 
Sardibus amnem. Hengstenberg, Chris- 
tol. 2 Th. p. 536. 

* Who accordingly is called by the 
rabbins ‘‘the seal of the Prophets.” 
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the most probable. The delivery of Malachi's prophecy can 
hardly be supposed prior to that visit ; for the evil appears, in 
Nehemiah, to be yet at its height, to have suffered no interrup- 
tion. Besides, Mal. i. 8 a ‘ governor,’ or ruler in civil affairs, 
is mentioned as then present with the people. Nor can we 
suppose it to have been long posterior; for Nehemiah’s reforma- 
tion, in the nature of the case, and upon the face of the his- 
tory, must be conceived to have been an effective one. It is 
likely, then, that Malachi stood in the same relation to Nehe- 
miah as Haggai and Zechariah did to Zerubbabel and Joshua 
.--A parallelism of this nature pervades the whole history of the 
chosen nation : for instance, Isaiah and Hezekiah, Jeremiah and 
Josiah. We find no example of a reformation ab extra and by 
force, such as Nehemiah’s (xiii, 8, 21, 25), unattended by a 
reformation αὖ sutra, by an inspired messenger of God speaking 
to men’s hearts.” (Hengstenberg, Christologie des A. T. 3, 
p- $71.) 

Thus considered, the History and the Prophets come to a 
close at the same conjuncture. The orisis last recorded, in the 
one and in the other, is a reformation of the priests and the 
whole Church, who are thereby directed and brought into that 
posture in which they must be found in order that they may be 
able to abide the day of Messiah’s coming into his Temple. 

§ 337. Now, among the terms of our prophecy, one is, 
“to seal up vision and Prophet.” The expression may be, and 
probably is, designedly ambiguous: but one sense, at least, 
seems to be this, that one or other of the specified terms of 
years ia to end at a conjuncture when prophecy shall cease. 
And this view is strengthened by the fact, that the title given 
by the Jews to Malachi is derived from this prophecy: they 
call him “the seal of the Prophets.” ‘The tradition” also 
“‘of the Jews is, that prophecy remained among them forty 
years under the second Temple: in which time Haggai, and 
Zachary, and Malachi prophesied; of which Malachi was the 
last®.” (Pococke on Mal. i.1.) Which very tradition agrees 


® This is remarkable: it shews that | assigned the 40 years to a time of visita- 
the Jews distributed the last period of | tion corresponding with the two former 
490 years in the same numerical propor- | —Moses, Samuel, the three last Pro- 
tions (40 + 450) as the two former; and | phets. 
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with the view here proposed ; for the Jews date the 70 weeks 
from the restoration: so that, according to them, prophecy 
ceased during the first 7 weeks of the prophetical period. It 
is likewise a Jewish tradition that the name Malachi (‘‘ my 
angel”) is not a proper name, but derived from the contents 
of the prophecy itself (11. 7: ii. 1), and that the prophet 
was, in fact, Ezra. This view has been adopted by more 
than one subsequent writer of note, and is not at all impro- 
bable. 

As the purport, then, of the first 49 years, measured from 
the arrival of Ezra at Jerusalem, we understand the complete 
reparation of city, temple, worship, polity, and manners, by the 
agency of both Ezra and Nehemiah; the one a priest and 
scribe, or expounder of the law, the other a civil governor and 
reformer: at the end of which period the voice of prophecy is 
heard for the last time, and the shades of evening deecend upon 
the Old Testament Day, to be succeeded, after an appointed 
time, by the dawn of the Gospel. 

That the second visit of Nehemiah and the prophecy of 
Malachi belong to the exact year which has been noted (8.0. 
410) we have no means of proving. The only note of time is 
that in Neh. xiii. 6: ‘“‘ But in all this (time) was I not at 
Jerusalém: for in the 32nd year of Artaxerxes the king (s.c. 
435) came I unto the king, and αὐ the end of days (YQ? 
Ὁ Ὁ.) I obtained leave of the king, and came to Jerusalem.” 


The very expression, “at the end of days,” seems to be signifi- 
cant (not necessarily so, but under the circumstances) of a ter- 
mination of a period which was somehow defined. (Of course, 
in this view of the case, “the king” in the second clause is not 
Artaxerxes, but Darius the Second, in about his 14th year; for 
Artaxerxes died 3.c. 424. ᾧ 190.) 

338. The second term, or 62 weeks, ends at the appearing 
of “‘ Messiah the Prince,” ©. 25. And after this term of 62 


1 The same expression in the Chal- | and Nehemiah returned in the 32nd, 
dee of Dan. iv. 31. (E. V. 34.) YP here δ, are half of the Period 
spats ct a. 2 | of 49 years, or 243 years. And our 
RUDY “at the end of days,” denotes | +. Nehemiah’s mission (Chisleu, 447) 
the terminus ad quem of the mystical | is about 12}, or one fourth of 49 years 


period “seven times.” As the 490 years from the date of Esra. 
commenced in the 7th of Artaxerxes, 
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weeks Measiah is cut off, ». 26: it is not said how soon after, but 
from v. 27 it appears to be in the middle of the week. The 
crisis which I assume to be coincident with the expiration of 
the 62 weeks, is the appearing of John the Baptist, “‘ the day of 
his manifestation unto Israel” (S. Luke i. 80.) which is “the 
beginning of the Gospel.” (S. Mark i. 1.) 

That this first revelation of the Gospel preceded the 
Crucifixion by a period of 3} yeara, although it is not actu- 
ally recorded in the history, is an extremely probable sup- 
position. 

1. In the first place, our Lord Himself in the words which 
He let fall in the Synagogue of Nazareth concerning the days 
of Elijah, when the heaven was shut up “three years and a 
half,” seems to intimate that a period of the like extent was 
at that very time running its course. 

2. There is the analogy of the 3} years prophesying. of the 
two faithful witnesses in the days of Antichrist, and of the 3} 
years of the reign of Antichrist itself. Both, if they are two 
periods, as 1 rather conceive to be the fact, seem to be the 
counterpart of the ‘‘ days of the Son of Man.” Connected with 
this analogy is the very interesting fact (presently to be ex- 
plained), that the last times of Jerusalem, from the breaking 
out of the rebellion to the Passover-day on which Titus began 
the siege, are exactly this fateful period of half a week, or 
34 years. 

8. Tertullian, we have seen, though he placed the Passion 
in the 15th year of Tiberius, and consequently must have sup- 
posed the Lord's personal ministry to have lasted only a year, 
yet dates the revelation of Jesus Christ in the 12th year of 
Tiberius, which year began 19 Aug. a. pv. 25, little more than 
34 years before the Crucifixion. 

4. It seems also to have been commonly believed by the 
ancients that the last week of the seventy includes the pra- 
dicatio Domini to the Jews for 34 years before, and the same 
length of time after, the Passion. I have already mentioned, 
. ὁ 102, that this period seems to end at the time of S. Paul's 
first visit to Jerusalem and the conversion of Cornelius. 

§ 339. It is, however, a very ancient opinion, that the closing 
31 years of the 70 x 7 are identical in some sense with the pre- 

25 
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dicted times of Antichrist', which both Daniel and S. John on 
various occasions and in varied language describe as a term of 
δὲ years. And, indeed, this connexion between the last δὲ 
years of the 70x 7 and the 8} years of Antichrist is not 
obscurely intimated in the prophecy itself. For the expression 
in τ. 27, “On the wing shall be abominations of desolation,” 
ocours again in another prophecy, xi. 31, xu. 11, relating in 
its primary sense to Antiochus Epiphanes, but manifestly ex- 
tending beyond that crisis to the time of the Resurrection of 
the Just, xii. 2,13. This will be more fully explained when we 
come to speak of the prophecies relating to Antiochus: at 
present it is sufficient to remark, that a time characterised by 
the setting up of the abomination of desolation is placed in the 
one prophecy at the end of a period of 70 weeks, in the other, m 
the times of Antichrist. Now with this compare our Lord's 
allusion in the Prophecy on the Mount. That prophecy is 
unquestionably complex, as it blends in one description the 
judgment on Jerusalem, or the end of that αἰών, and the 
second Advent at the end of the αἰών which now is. In the 
report of this prophecy given in the two first gospels, the near 
and the remote future remain thus interblended; in S. Luke 
they are in some measure discrimmated: ¢. 6. down to Ὁ. 25, 
all, or nearly all the terms admit of being interpreted by 
referring them to the judgment on Jerusalem at that time 
impending. 

Now there can be no doubt that the last times of Jeru- 
salem afford a very signal type and earnest of the times of 
Antichrist, as the judgment on Jerusalem in our Lord's own 
prophecy is interblended with the final judgment, which is 
immediately preceded by tho time of Antichrist. And it is 
a very remarkable circumstance, in respect of this connexion, 
that the reign of the Jewish Antichrist, measured from the 
outbreak or rather crisis of the rebellion, the day of which 
ia punctually recorded by Josephus, to the coming of Titus and 


1 See Hippolyt. de Antichr. Afri- | Alex. Strom. i.'p. 304, refers it to the 
canus placed the entire last week at the | end of the Mosaic αἰών, viz. to the lat- 
end of the world, see Apollinar. Laod. | ter years of Nero, and the times of the 
ap. Hieronym. in Dan. ix. So Cyprian, | Jewish war. ᾿ 
in the Computus Pasch. But S. Clem. 
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the Roman armies against Jerusalem, the day of which is also 
known, is precisely this period of 34 years. 

It was during the Feast of Tabernacles, in the year 66, a. ν. 
that Cestius Gallus came up to assault Jerusalem. (The dates 
are 50 precise that we can exactly assign the several transactions 
to their proper days in the Julian Calendar.) On the 22nd of 
Hyperberetesus or Tisri, the last day of the Feast of Taber- 
nacles, Α. ἡ. 66, the Jews having notice of Cestius’s approach, 
desisted from the eolemnities of that great day of the feast, 
rushed to arms, poured out tumultuonsly from the city, and 
attacked the Roman legions at Gabao or Gibeon. The assault 
was successful, Cestius, almost panic-stricken, remained on the 
spot three days, and, after this, three days more at Scopus. On 
the 30th of Hyperbereteeus = 8 October, he came up to the city, 
and wasted five days in unsuccessful attempts. After the last 
assault, when he was on the very point of success, when a strong 
party within the walls was just about to open the gates to him, 
and so in all human probability an end would have been put 
to the war, under the influence of some unaccountable panic he 
precipitately drew off his forces and made a tumultuous re- 
treat to Scopus. ‘Had he only ἃ little longer persisted in 
the assault he would have taken the city immediately. But, 
methinks, God, who now on account of the wicked had turned Him- 
self away even from His holy place, hindered the war from 
coming that day to an end.”—B. J. ii. 19. 6. This, it appears, 
occurred on the 5th Dius= 18th October. From Scopus, 
Cestius continued his retreat to Gabao, and thence on the 
third day, seemg the numbers of the enemy increasing, he 
determined to retreat still further northward, and accordingly, 
with the sacrifice of most of the incumbrances, engines, and 
heavy armour, rapidly retraced his steps through the defiles, 
and with immense difficulty and great loss gained Bethhoron at 
nightfall, 8 Dius, 16 October. That same night he stole a 
march upon the enemy, and escaped undiscovered until the 
morning. The Jews pursued him as far as Antipatris without 
overtaking him, and thence returned in triumph to Jerusalem. 
“These things were done on the 8th Dius, in the 12th year of 
the reign of Nero.” 

Unquestionably this is the crisis of the rebellion—the fatal 
epoch of the last times of Jerusalem. ““ Immediately after this 

25-2 
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catastrophe, many of the Jews of rank forsook the city, as men 
swim away from a drowning ship.” ‘ Then they which had pur- 
sued Cestius returned to Jerusalem, and being assembled in 
the Temple elected them generals for the war.” 

It was in the year 70, and at the Passover (13th Apnil), 
‘when multitudes of Jews from all parts of the world were 
gathered into Jerusalem for the feast, and precisely 3} Jewish 
years from the Feast of Tabernacles at which Cestius came up, 
that Titus and the Roman armies arrived before Jerusalem. 
And from the day of Cestius’s precipitate retreat from Jerusa- 
lem (13th October) to the Passover at which Titus laid siege 
to Jerusalem “and her children within her,” are precisely 34 
solar or Julian years’. 

§ 340. Thus considered, the 49 + 434 + 3} years ter- 
minate at the Crucifixion, 18th March a.p. 29. The remain- 
ing 34 years have a manifold fulfilment. 

1. They may be considered as the time of the preaching of 
the Gospel to the Jews only: at the expiration of which there 
. ensues a period of about 38 years of the preaching of the 
Gospel to the Jews and Gentiles. This period, consequently, 
must be said to be left blank in the prophecy ; for it is evident 
that the whole period of seventy weeks terminates in the 
destruction of Jerusalem, vv. 26, 27. And, indeed, our Lord 
teaches us that this is the end of Daniel’s predicted period ; 
since, in speaking of the destruction of Jerusalem, he bids the 
disciples “‘read and understand” concerning the “ abomination 
of desolation” spoken of in this very prophecy. 

2. In our Lord's prophecy the last times of the former 
αἰών are blended together with the last times of the αἰών which 
now is. The one is the rehearsal of the other. Hence the 
34 .years of that former crisis are the counterpart of the same 


' } That this was the term of years 
intended in Daniel’s prophecy was of 
old the view of the Jews themselves, as 
reported by 8. Jerome in Dan. ix. Nec 
tgnoramus quosdam illorum dicere quod 
una hebdomada de. qua scriptum est 
confirmabit pactum multis hebdomada 
una dividalur in Vespasiano et Hadri- 
ano quod juxta historiam Josephi Ves. 
pasianus et. Titus tribus annis et sex 


mensibus pacem cum Judeis fecerint, 
tres autem annt ef ser menses sub 
Hadriano supputantur quando Jerusa- 
lem omnino subversa est εἰ Judeorum 
gens catervatim casa, tla ut Judea 
quoque finibus pellerentur. That is, 
these Jewish commentators made the 
Jirst balf of the last week to end at 
the siege a.D. 70, and the last half to 
begin in. the times of Bar-Cochab. 
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period which is to be in the times of Antichrist. In this point 
of view, the interval of about 374 years between the Cruci- 
fixion and the Rebellion is a sort of miniature of the unknown 
period which, beginning at the Crucifixion, is now running its 
course, and will end at the manifestation of the last Antichrist. 
My meaning may be put more clearly by means of the follow- 


ing figure :— 
A +B σ D 


π 


Where A D denotes the entire period comprehended in Da- 
niel’s prophecy, beginning at the epoch of Ezra, and ending at 
the consummation of all things: 486} years end at B, the 
Crucifixion. Then, in the proximate sense of the prophecy, 
ensues the hidden, unexpressed interval of about 371 years 
(B C) between the Crucifixion and the Rebellion or typical 
reign of Antichrist, which reign is denoted by C D = 3} years. 
In the ultimate sense of the prophecy, in which the end of the 
former is blended with the end of the present αἰών, the first Ad- 
vent with the last, and the rejection of the true Christ links on 
with the manifestation and acknowledgment of the Antichrist, the 
interval B C is the whole time (known only to God, by us not 
to be scanned and computed) of that μυστήριον χρόνοις αἰωνίοις 
σεσιγημόνον (Rom xvi. 25), the preaching of Christ to the Gen- 
tiles: and the term C D = 3} years is the time foretold in the 
prophetical revelations of Antichrist. The interval is not expressed 
in the prophecy, because altogether hidden from the vision of the 
seers, to whom it was not given to know this “great mystery 
of godliness” of which S. Paul speaks. The interval which lay 
between the first and the second Advent, 4. 6. between “the suf- 
ferings of Christ and the glories which should follow,” was with- 
drawn from their ken, in the long perspective of ages. Of this 
concealment, as I have said, the term of about 38 years which 
lies between the Passion and the Rebellion (or else between the 
end of the 490 years and the first day of the siege) is a miniature 
emblem. And, indeed, the course of God’s Providence since the 
overthrow of the Levitical Church has brought to light a fur- 
ther emblem of the like kind. The reign of Bar-Cochab, which 
Jasted just this fatal term. of 3} years, is doubtless the most 
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striking type the world has yet seen of the days of the last 
Antichrist. In this respect, B D in our diagram denotes the 
period beginning at the Crucifixion and ending 5th August 
a.D. 185, and C D the “time, times, and a half” of Bar-Cochab, 
that most conspicuous type of Antichrist. Thus the two in- 
stalments of the Roman judgment, or crisis of the Third Pro- 
phetical Empire, are interblended in the vision, aa both are 
with “ the last days,” or crisis of the Fourth Empire’. 

What has been now stated respecting the interval which 
separates the two moieties of the last septenary will be set in a 
clearer light, I hope, by facts to be related in a subsequent 
chapter. It might be thought sufficient, if I had simply ter 
minated the 490 yearns at the conversion of Cornelius. But 
since Daniel clearly extends the seventy weeks to “ the setting 
up of the abomination” and destruction of Jerusalem ; since our 
Lord, in the proximate sense of His own great prophecy, mani- 
featly identifies the termination of Daniel’s prophecy with the con- 
summation of the Mosaic aiwy; since that consummation is set 
forth by Him as the pledge and type of the consummation which 
is yet future; since the periods of both consummations are 
commensurate with the closing half-septenary of Daniel; and 
since history exhibits two acts or stages of the former consum- 
mation, which we may, on other accounts, designate as the end 
of the Mosaic and the end of the Abrahamic Dispensation ; 
and, lastly, since this arrangement illustrates the structure of 
prophecy, and its manifold yet connected fulfilments; on these ac- 
counts, I would not withhold this part of the exposition, although 
I am well aware that to many it will seem somewhat fanciful. 
I deprecate, however, any imputation of novelty, so far as the prin- 
ciple of the exposition is concerned. S. Hippolytus has taught 
that the closing 34 years of Daniel’s 490 are identical with the 
predicted 3} years of Antichrist; and I believe that, m the 
ultimate sense of the prophecy, they are so, but withal, that the 
34 years of the first Roman war lying at the close of the 
Mosaic aiwy, and the 3} years at the end of the Abrahamie 
αἰών, as types or emblems of the last times of our aiw», are 
included in the scope of the prophecy. The Jewish rabbins 
in S. Jerome's time had a similar interpretation in respect of 


) See the Dissertation on the Complex Structure of Prophecy in the 4ppendis. 
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these two latter periods; only they made them the two moieties 
of the last week of the seventy, while I suppose them to be 
emblems of the last half-week. 

§ 841. In reading the history of the pretended Christ, 
Bar-Cochab, and of the awful judgment which came through 
him upon the seed of Abraham*, we can hardly fail to recognise 
in this blasphemous impostor, the most conspicuous mani- 
festation of Antichrist ever yet exhibited in the person of an 
individual Jew. In the earlier crisis, or first act of the Roman 
judgment, we seem to see the whole people of the Jews set forth 
in the character of an Antichrist. Amid the portentous wicked- 
ness of those tremendous times, we do indeed discern in one or 
another individual an awfal pre-eminence in the deeds of Anti- 
christ—more especially in that “furious beast,” as Josephus 
calls him, Simon the son of Gioras: but this man did not pre- 
tend to be the Christ, nor was received as such: in him we see 
a * murderer” such as the Jews “desired to be given unto 
them:” but Bar-Cochab declared himself to be the Messiah, 
was acknowledged as such by his infatuated nation, and did all 
the works of Antichrist, so far as the Providence of God at 
that time permitted. . 

Trajan, it is well known, persecuted not only the Christian 
Church but the Jews. His acts against the latter assumed, for 
whatever reason, a character of greater animosity about the 
year 108. When, at last, a decree was issued which forbade 
the further use of cireumcision, the Jews in various parts of 
the empire began to revolt. In Cyprus, Cyrene, and other 
places, they put to death many thousands of Greeks, taking 
advantage of the withdrawal of the legions from these places 
about a. p. 115, at the beginning of the second Parthian expe- 
dition. At this time we find the celebrated Rabbi Akiba 
preaching the near advent of Messiah, stirring up revolt in 
Mesopotamia, and finally declaring that Messiah was come in the 
person of one Simon, who, applying to himself the prophecy of 
Balaam, called himself Bar-Cochab, “ son of the star.” This 
was before Trajan’s death in 118. After the return of Hadrian 


3 Dion. Cass. lxviii. 32. xix. 12—14. | Greswell, Dissertations, iv. 98. Mil. 
Euseb, ΤΠ. ΒΕ. iv. 2. 6. Spartian, Ha- | man, History of the Jews. Jost, Ge- 
drianus. Miinter der Jiid. Krieg unter | schichte d. Israeliten, iii, 181. 
den Kaisern Trajan und Hadrian. 
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from the East in a.p. 1380, the rebellion broke out in earnest. 
The pretensions of Simon, urged by “the great and wise Rabbi 
Akiba” (as Maimonides styles him), and attested by ‘‘lymg 
wonders” which he is said to have wrought—for ‘“ he breathed 
flames from his mouth to the terror of his enemies and the un- 
‘bounded confidence of his followers”—rapidly gained adherents 
who flocked to his standard. They fortified the mountain fast~ 
nesses, gathered arms, and harassed the Romans with a preda- 
tory warfare, and cruelly persecuted the Christians who refused to 
join them. (ὃ. Justin Mart. Apol. pr. 32). Bar-Cochab took 
᾿ Jerusalem about a.p. 132. He issued coins having on one side 
his own name, on the other *‘ Freedom of Jerusalem.” He 
intended to rebuild the Temple, or, ΔΒ some say, made a beginning 
of the work. Fifty fortified places and 985 villages were pre- 
sently in the hands of the insurgents. Hadrian now committed 
the war to Julius Severus, the ablest of his generals. Jeru- 
salem was taken and destroyed: a ploughshare was driven over 
its soil. The Jews gathered their forces in the mountain-for- 
tress of Bethar or Bitter, near Jerusalem; and here Simon still 
maintained his regal pretensions about three years. Bethar 
was taken, and an end put to the life of Simon and to the war, 
on the 9th day of Aé, the precise anniversary of the burning of 
the Temple, exactly 65 years after that crisis, a.p. 135. The 
rebellion, or reign of Simon, say the Jews, had lasted precisely 
34 years. Dion Cassius relates that in this war 580,000 Jews 
fell by the sword, besides untold multitudes who died by famine, 
disease, or fire. The Rabbins, unconsciously adopting the terrific 
language of the Apocalypse, relate that the horses waded up to 
their bits in human carnage. The dead covered 18 square 
miles; the inhabitants of the adjacent region had no need to 
manure their land for seven years. “The whole of Juda was 
a desert, wolves and hysenas went howling through the streets 
of the desolate cities. Those who escaped the sword were 
scarcely more fortunate. They were reduced to slavery by . 
thousands. There was a great fair held under the Terebinth, 
beneath which Abraham, ἐξ was believed, had pitched his tent. 
Thither his miserable children were brought in droves, and sold as 
cheap as slaves. Others were carried away and sold at Gaza; 
others were transported to Egypt.” (Milman’s History of the 
Jews.) 


THE PROPHECY OF THE SEVENTY WEEKS, 393 


ᾧ 341.] 

Surely this whole history is, as I have said, a manifest re- 
hearsal of the times of Antichrist. Bar-Cochab and his prophet 
are no obscure types of the Beast' and the False Prophet of 
the Apocalypse. The-3} years, and the fatal 9th Ab’, occurring 
at so awful a crisis, are significant intimations of the kind with 
which we are concerned, that the catastrophe is in some sense 
the end of an aiwy or sacred period. This crisis in its historical 
details—in respect of the attempted prohibition of circumcision, 
and the final expatriation of the Jews from the Promised Land, 
stands in the same relation to the Abrahamic as the crisis of 


the Temple to the Levitical Covenant. (Supra ᾧ 331.) 

I have now explained what I take to be the principal sense 
of this wondrous prophecy. But it has other bearings, which 
we will attempt to define in the succeeding chapters. 


! Perhaps the fatal number, Rev. 
xiii. 18, may consist in the formula 


35D 2919 2 ΠΡΌ (Simon Stella 
Filius Rez meus) or “5 Q)( Rez Israel) 
considered as the badge or watch-word of 
his followers. 


3 “Qn the 9th Ab the decree came 
out against Israel in the wilderness, that 
they should not enter into the land : on 
it was the destruction of the first Tem- 
ple, and on it was the destruction of the 
second. On it the great city Bitter was 
taken, where there were thousands and 
ten-thousands of Israel who had a great 
king over them [Ben Coziba] whom all 


Israel, even their greatest wise men, 
thought to have been Messias: but he 
fell into the hands of the heathen, and 
there was great affliction as there was 
at the destruction of the sanctuary. 
And on that day, a day allotted for 
vengeance, the wicked Tumus Rufus 
ploughed up the place of the Temple, 
and the places about it, to accomplish 
what is said, ‘Zion shall become a 
ploughed field.’”” Talmud in Taanith. 
Lightfoot, The Fall of Jerusalem, 
Works, Vol. 3. 362. To which we may 
add, that on this same day Noah opened 
the windows of the Ark, and sent forth 
the raven and the dove, p. 326. 


CHAPTER III. 


OTHER MORE PRECISE AND MORE RECONDITE ECONOMIES 
INVOLVED IN THE GENERAL SCHEME. 


I wave now to describe some cycles and parallelisms of 
a very exact nature, hinging upon the dates which we deter- 
mined in our historical investigation, but so recondite, that 
prior to actual calculation no one could have even surmised 
their existence. I will not attempt to describe the sense of 
awful surprise which attended the discovery, as, one after an- 
other, the facts rose before me. 

At the head of this series I place two facts involved in 
the dates here assigned to the Exodus, the Nativity, and the 
Passion, in connexion with the well-known date of the Con- 
flagration of the Temple. I will only request my reader, in 
the first place, to refresh his recollection of the process by 
which those three dates were obtained, that there may be no 
suspicion of a preconceived intention, or unconscious collusion 
between the understanding and the fancy. 


I. The Fulness of Time: The Year of Jubile. 


§ 342. “In the fulness of time” Christ was born of the 

, Virgin: when “ His hour was come” He died on the cross. 

The precise year of His Passion was predetermined in Daniel's 

prophecy: the precise day, in the type of the Paschal Lamb. 

Was the fulness of time for His Nativity prescribed by any 
analogy discoverable by us ? 

From the slaying of the first paschal lamb, in Egypt, to 
the fulfilment for ever of that great type in the slaying of the 
Lamb of God, are, in our Chronology, 1614 Jewish years: 
(8. c. 1586, a.p. 29.) The very day and hour of each event, 
being paschal dates, are had by lunar calculation, from the data 
of the respective years. The first is the 10th April, the 
other, 18th March. The interval therefore is 1614 Julian years 
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minus 28 days, or 589,491 days'. Again, our approximate 
date of the Nativity was 8th December, Β.σ. 5. In virtue of 
our elements, this date is, in all probability, true within a day or 
two either way. From 8th December, 8.0. 5 to 18th March, 
A.D. 28, are 82 Julian years, plus 100 days, or 11,788 days. 

It occurred to me, in the course of reflection on which 
I had entered, to enquire, whether these two periods stand 
in any marked numerical relation to each other. They do, 
and in such a relation, that one more significant and impres- 
aive can hardly be conceived. 

Divide the number 589,491 by 11,788: the one contains 
the other #/ty times, with only the small fraction πα. Sup- 
pose the relation to be exact: the larger number divided by 
50 gives the quotient 11,789 days, with a fraction 0°82, equi- 
valent to 19 hours and a half. This term of days and hours 
measured back from the hour of our Lord’s death, reaches to 
the 7th December, 8. c. 5, about 5 hours before midnight. A 
marvellous coincidence ! Think of the manifest spiritual import 
of the Juss, or fiftieth year; and then observe that the time 
during which it pleased the Son of God to sojourn among ΠΕ, 
when He brought liberty for the captives with forgiveness of 
debts and restoration of the alienated inheritanco—was this 
Jubile of the times of Israel, from the hour of the first Pam- 
over to “ His hour” when “ fully come.” 


II. “Supremus Dise.” 
§ 343. When Messiah was cut off, a final period of pro- 
bation ensued. ‘The wrath came upon them to the utter- 


1 By direct calculation: 1614 Julian years = 403 x 1461 days plus 
2 years, one of which (a. p. 28, is bissextile). Therefore, 
400 x 1461 = 584,400 
3xX1461= 4,383 


2 years = 731 
$89,514 

Deduct...... 23 
589,491 


But the trouble, such as it is, of calculation may be partly saved by use 
of the Tables appended to the Znetitutes of Chronology, 
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most.” The Temple was burnt with fire; the Levitical Cove- 
nant therein ceased for ever. 

The day of that catastrophe is the 9th of the Jewish month 
Ab or Lous, = Saturday, 4 August, a.p. 70. Josephus says 
the 10th. Both accounts are consistent. The fatal firebrand 
was cast towards evening of the one day, the vast pile would 
blaze on for many hours. To this 4th August, then, from 
the day of the Exode, or first Passover, are 1655 Julian years, 
plus 116 days, or 604,605 days. From the hour of the Passion 
to the same hour of 4th August, a.p. 70, are 41 years, plus 
139 days, or 15,1]4 days. The quotient of the division is 
forty, with the minute fraction ;5,,- Suppose the relation 
exact: one 39th part of the period ending at the Passion 
(=e) ἃ 6. one exact fortieth part of the whole is 15,115 days, 
with the fraction 0:154, or about 3 hours. These days and 
hours, measured from the hour of the Lord’s Death, reach to 
5 August (= 10th Lous), at about 6 p.m. That is to say: 
The final time of trial, from the rending of the veil to the 
utter destruction is just one fortith of the entire Age. The 
whole Age is a mystical τεσσαρακονταετὴς χρόνος. The 
final time of trial was, in this mystery, “the acceptable year 
of the Lord.” It was followed by “the Day of Vengeance of 
our God.” 

And here those words of the Jewish historian come in with 
a significance terrible beyond all that he contemplated. In 
vain, says he, had Titus issued strict orders for the preserva- 
tion of the magnificent edifice. ‘ The fire was ordained for it 
of old by God. And now in the predestined circutt of the times 
THE FATAL DAY was come, the 10th of the month Lous, the 
very day on which the former Temple was burnt with fire by 
the king of Babylon...Marvellous it is, how exactly the time 
came round: it kept punctually to the very month and day 
on which the Temple was destroyed the former time'.” He 
little thought that the predestined hour was ordained in refer- 
ence to the destruction of another Temple, not made with hands, 
His body, in Whom dwelt the fulness of the Godhead. 


1 Jer. 111. 12. The Julian day was , the coincidence is exact, for 657 true 
ἢ August, 588 8B. c., five days later in | solar years fall short of the same number 
that calendar. But in the true solar year | of Julian years by five days exactly. 
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III. Economtes connected, chiefly, with the period of the Seventy 
Weeks. 


§ 344. We have seen that between the two halves of 
Daniel's last week, considered as ending at the coming of the 
armies of the prince against Jerusalem, there lies an interval 
of nearly 38 years. From the 18th March, a. p. 29, to the 
13 October, a. p. 66, (ᾧ 339.) are 37 years, 209 days = 13,723 
days, which exceed only by three days the remarkable period 
40x 7x 7 x 7, or forty periods of seven times seven weeks. If 
we suppose the 490 years to be continuous and complete, they 
end 19th September, a. p. 32: from which day to 13th April, 
a. 5. 70 being the Passover-day on which Titus appeared before 
Jerusalem, the interval is 38 years minus 159 days, or 13,720 
days, that is, precisely the above period. This too, is very re- 
markable: the chasm—the pause of suspense—withdrawn from 
the view of the Seer, is ἃ miniature τεσσαρακονταετὴς χρόνος. 

§ 345. It is an impressive fact that we just now learned 
from Josephus (ᾧ 343) —that the Temple was destroyed on 
the self-same day the first and the second time. It led me 
to surmise some other numerical connexion between the two 
catastrophes. And my expectation was not disappointed, 
although there is, upon trial, no exact connexion in terms of 
the measure 7 x 7 x 7 or 70 x 7 between the 10th Ab in the 
one case and the same day in the other. The Temple was 
burned by the Babylonians 10th Ab=8 August, B.c. 588. 
§ 167. From that day to the 10th Ab = 5 August, a.v. 70, 
are 657 years minus 3 days = 489 x 490 plus 356 days. 
This comes so near to the remarkable period 490 x 490, or 
700 x 7 x 7x7, that we could hardly avoid the conclusion 
that here was ὦ fact of a Divine Economy. At first, I re- 
ferred the defect to that merciful promise of our Lord, κολο- 
βωθήσονται ai ἡμέραι. But a closer inspection convinced me 
that the period has a different bearing. 

The City was taken by Nebuchadnezzar, and an end was 
put to the kingdom of the House of David, by the capture 
and execution of Zedekiah, on the 9th day of the 4th month, 
that is, 9th July 588. Thus it seemed that the promise 
tmade to David and his seed came to an end. After a long 
interval it revived and budded again towards its fulfilment in 
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the beginning of the New Testament wera. Zacharias, we have 
seen, entered upon his ministry 2nd October Β. σ. 6. (Once more 
let me entreat the reader to bear in mind the process by which 
that date was obtained). Between these dates, there lies an 
interval of 582 years, 85 days = 212,660 days, which make pre- 
cisely 434 x 490 days, or 620 x 75. In other words, the in- 
terval of suspense between the oatinction of the sovercigniy in the 
House of David, and the beguming of tts revieal in the Now 
Testament, is composed of two of Daniel's periods reckoned as 


But 490 x 490 end, as we have seen, in the year a. νυ. 70. 
Measured from 9th July 588, they end 17th November a.p. 
70, 104 days after the Conflagration of the Temple. And 
it will be found that this day coincides with a crisis of the 
history which is by no means twnimportant. For it appears 
from Josephus, that after the termination of the siege Titus 
solemnized his victory with games and beast-fights, in which 
great numbers of the miserable survivors perished. Thus the 
conqueror, as the executioner of Messiah’s vengeance, “ called 
forth these His enemies, who would not have Him to be their 
king, and slew them before Him.” The first of these solemni- 
ties took place at Ceeaarea, on the birthday of Domitian ; the 
last, at Berytus, with great splendour, on the birth-day of Vee 
pastan. And the birth-day of Vespastan was this very day, 
XV Kal. December = 17th November. Sueton. Veep. 2. Jone+ 
phus, 8. J. vii. 3. 1. 

§ 346. Of the 56 x 490, or 80 x 348, which lie between 
the epoch of Zacharias’s ministry and the 17th November 
A.D. 70, ἃ term of 49 x 490, or 70 x 343, or 24,010 days, or 
66 years minus 7 days ends at 27 June a.p. 61. That is: 


From the Babylonian Crisis to Zacharias ...... 434 x 490 
From Zacharias to 27 June a. pv. 61 ............ 49 x 490 
From 27 June 61, to 17 Nov. a. p. 70 ......... 7 x 490 


which are the three éems of Daniel's period, but in a different 
order. Now this 27th June, a. p. 61, is not indeed, so far ag 
I am aware, an historical date noted by Josephus or other 
writers. Nevertheless, it has an impressive ‘‘ economical” cha- 
racter. For the period of our Lord’s life, or καὶ of the mystical 


jubilean cycle, ending at the Crucifixion, is 11,789°82 days, 


ᾧ 346, 347. | 


and from the Crucifixion, 8 p.m. 18th March a.p. 29, to the 
same hour of 27th June, a. p. 61, are just 11,789 days. So 
that the whole Mosaic aidy measured to 17th November, a. Ὁ. 
70, is 51 periods of our Lord’s life plus 10 x 7°. Has then this 
interesting point of time any historical import’ I would not be 
confident, but I think it has. I have elsewhere (p. 125), upon 
ancient authority, assigned to the year 61 the martyrdom of 
James the Bishop of Jerusalem, that last outbreak of Jewish 
hatred against Christ and His Church. But if it be the year of 
that event, it is therefore the year of Albinus’s arrival in Judsa, 
an event which is distinctly marked as the beginning of the last 
woes of Jerusslem: τὰ σπέρματα τῆς μελλούσης ἁλώσεως ἐκ 
τότε τῇ πόλει καταβάλλοτο, B. “. ἢ. 14.1. Possibly, also, 
it was the year in which those fearful portents occurred, which 
our Lord had foretold, and which Josephus has so circum- 
stantially related. The order of his narrative implies that the 
prodigies preceded the Autumn of a.p. 62. For it was at 
the feast of Tabernacles, a. pv. 62, that Jesus son of Ananus 
began his denunciation of “Woe to Jerusalem,” and this is 
preceded in the narrative by the others :——the fiery sword which 
hung over the city, the comet’, the blaze of light about the 
altar in the night of the 8th Nisan, the spontaneous opening 
of the huge eastern gate of the Temple during the Passover, the 
vision of armed hosts in the clouds on the 21st of the second 
month, and at the following Pentecost the noise as of a mul- 
titude in motion heard within the Temple, and the voice which 
said, ‘“‘ Let us depart hence!” 8. J. vi. 5.3. If these events 
do indeed belong to the year which I have named, their occur- 
rence at a conjuncture so signally characterized in respect of 
the scheme of times and seasons is very impressive’. | 
§ 347. The mention of these prodigies leads me to notice 
ἃ fact connected with the mmistry of wrath exercised by Jesus 
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1 A comet is mentioned by Tacitus, 
Ann. xiv. 22: inter que et sidus cometes 
effulsit, de quo vulgi opinio est, &c.; 
ergo permotus Nero, &e.; this in the 
year coss. Nerone iv. Cornelio Cosse. 
A. D. 60, and after or during the quin- 
quennale ludicrum, i. ὁ. the Neronea. 
Comp. Sueton. Nero. 36 Stella crinita 


que summis potesiatibus exitium vulgo 
portendere putatur per continuas noctes 
oriri ceperat. Ansius ea de re, ἄς. 

3 It may be farther remarked, that the 
day above-mentioned lies at the begin. 
ning of the seven last years of Nero, that 
great type of Antichrist. He died 
9 June, 68, . 
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son οὗ Ananus. Josephus says of him, that, beginning δὲ a 
feast of Tabernacles, he continued his awful outcry through a 
period of 7 years and 5 months, to the day of his death, during 
the siege, when, ἔργῳ τὰς κλήδονας ἴδων, he suddenly exclaimed, 
‘© Woe to myself also !” and was struck dead by a stone from 
the ballistee. The Feast of Tabernacles thus indicated began 
7th October a. pv. 62. And from the 8th October to the 13th 
April a.p. 70 (the Passover, and first day of the siege) are 
8 Julian years, minus 176 days, or 2744 days, or 8 x 7" pre- 
cisely. This forms one fifth of the period 40 x 75) noted in 
ᾧ 344. And here I may add, that the first day of the Roman 
siege is connected with the first of the Babylonian, the day so 
solemnly recorded by Ezekiel, xxiv. 2. The day is 25th Decem- 
ber 590 8... (p. 189). Thence to 13th April a. p. 70, are 658 
years, 109 days = 240,444 days = 701 x 343 plus one day. 

§ 348. Before I leave this part of my subject, I would 
invite the reader's attention to another numerical relation of 
periods, which I take to be also connected with Daniel’s pro- 
phecy. 

In the Chronography of our Lord’s Life, no- date is more 

unanimously expressed by ancient authorities. than the 6th 
January as the date of His Baptism, the feast of Θεοφα- 
veia. Now from this day, a. pv. 28, to the day of the Cr- 
cifixion, are 437 days: a period so nearly in agreement with 
the terms of Daniel’s prophecy as to suggest ἃ more exact 
consideration. And to the hour of the Passover we find 4374 
days, or 434 + 34, or sizty two weeks and half a week, at the 
end of which half week ““ Messiah ts cut off.” 
' This period is connected with another which has been men- 
tioned. For, from the day of the Passion to the outbreak 
of the Rebellion, we have seen a period of 28 x 490 days, 
plus 3 days. Here then is the other half of the last week: 
that is to say, from the Baptism, or 6th January, a. Ὁ. 28, 
to the 13th October, a.p. 66, are 484 + 7 +28 x 490 days, 
or 434 + '7 + 40x 75, In other words, the term of our Lord’s 
ministry, from the Baptism to the Crucifixion, is one term in 
a connected series of periods of seventy weeks each, and is 
distributed into 62 weeks and 1 week, with the middle of the 
last week exactly falling at the hour of His Death upon the 
Cross. . | 
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§ 349. To make up the sum of 70 literal weeks, we must 
suppose a term of 49 days preceding the day of the Baptism, 
and therefore beginning 18th November a. ν. 27. This pre- 
liminary term of 7 weeks is not, indeed, expressed in the his- 
tory; but may not our blessed Lord have been pleased to 
set apart such a period before the solemn day on which He 
was to enter upon the work of His sacred ministry? Or, may 
not these 7 weeks be the term of the Baptist’s more enlarged 
ministry, as related by the Evangelists, when the word of God 
came to him in the wilderness, and all Jerusalem, &c. went 
out to him to be baptized, and it was said unto him, “On 
whomsoever thou shalt see the Holy Ghost descending, He it 
is that shall baptize with the Holy Ghost?” In this view 
of the case, this period of seventy literal weeks exhibits an 
exact fulfilment of Daniel's prophecy. ‘‘ From the going forth 
of the decree to restore Jerusalem, to Messiah the Prince, are 
7 weeks and 62 weeks. And after the 62 weeks Messiah is cut 
off. And He makes firm the covenant with many, one week. 
And in the middle of the week He makes oblation and sacri- 
fice to cease.” For at the end of the seven weeks “ vision 
and prophet are sealed,” (comp. 5. John ui. 33) and “the 
Most Holy” is “anointed.” At the close of the 62 weeks, 
as at their commencement, the voice from heaven is heard in 
attestation of the Eternal Son: and the Lord, as the very 
Paschal Lamb, presents Himself in the Temple: and He con- 
firms the covenant with many, both in a figure (viz. in respect 
of the Greeks who desired to see Jesus), and in the institution 
of the New Covenant in His blood, and in His sacrifice and 
resurrection. 

I cannot therefore but think that we have here @ true 
fulfilment of this most memorable prophecy. 

§ 350. Again: the same prophecy seems to cast its 
shadow over the chronography of the nativities, which it has 
pleased the Holy Spirit to record so minutely in the first chap- 
ter of S. Luke. 

The terms of days there enumerated, or implied, are the 
following : 


1. The days of Zacharias’s λειτουργία, 1 week: 
2. From the conception of John the Baptist to the Annunciation at 
Nazareth, 5 months. 
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8, To the Nativity of our bleased Lord, 9 months. 
4. To His circumcision, 1 week. 


Or in all, 14 months = 427 days 
Zweeks = 14 


‘441 = 68 weeka 


And from the recommencement of the sacerdotal cycle, just 
7 weeks more (for Abijah was the eighth), making, in all, the 
period of seventy weeks. We will compare this primd face 
estimate with our dates. We have shown that the day of 
Zacharias's entry upon his week of office, but not necessarily 
of the vision, is 2 October 3.c. 6. Thence to the Nativity, 
which we assigned upon historical grounds to (about) 8 Decem- 
ber, 8.6. 5, and more recently, upon mystical grounds, to the 
night of 7 December, are (from the morning sacrifice of 2 
October to 6 ».u. of 7 December) 432 days, 9 hours, whence 
to the Circumcision, if we allow 7 days, 15 hours, we obtain 
440 days, or 62 weeks and nearly one week. It may be that 
from the day and hour of Zachariah’s vision to the instant of 
the Circumcision, that great type of the cutting off of Messiah, 
is just the period of 62 weeks plus + week. 

§ 351. I shall presently offer some remarks concerning the 
typical connexion between the history of the nativities and the 
prophecy of Daniel. Not to interrupt the recital of numerical 
facts, we will proceed to indicate some other relations con- 
nected with the period of 434 days, or 62 literal weeks, which 
we have discerned in two important terms of the gospel history. 

It has been shown that the commencement of Daniel’s 434 
years lies at the feast of Tabernacles of the year 410 a.c. Now, 
from Saturday 3 October 3.c. 410, to Saturday 2 October 
B. 6. 6, are 404 years, sinus 1 day = 147,560 days, which are 

‘precisely 340 periods of 434 days each. 

Again: the first date which occurs in Nehemiah is “ the 
month Chisleu in the 20th of Artaxerxes,” ¢.¢. 26 November 
B.c. 447 =1 Chisleu ᾧ 182. The interval to 2 October s.c. 6, 
is 441 years, minus 55 days, = 161,020, which make 371 x 434 
plus 10 days. That is, from the 11th of Chisleu = 6 December 
B.c. 447, to 2 October 8.0. 6, are just 371 such portions of 
time. But from the 2nd October 8. c. 6, to 17 November a.p. 
70, we have found 56 x 490 = 8 x 3430 = 27,440 days. And 
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this period contains the term 434 days, 63 times, with a re- 
mainder 98. That is, from the epoch of the New Testament 
history to a day preceding 17 November a. pv. 70 by 98 (or 
2 x 49) days, or, to Saturday 11 August, the sabbath next after 
the conflagration of the Temple, are just 63 x 434 days. There- 
fore, from the epoch of Nehemiah to the same 11 August, are 
(371+ 63) x 434, or four hundred and thirty four periods of 
jour hundred and thirty fowr days. 

And since the Nativity is (very nearly) 434 days from the 
date of Zachariah’s entry upon office, this period is divided 
thus : 


Nehemiah to the Nativity .............-.++ 372 x 434- 6 x 62 x 484 
Nativity to the End ................:0scseeeees 62 x 434 
434 x 434 


So that the latter period, or the interval between the Nativity and 
the sabbath after the Conflagration, is precisely the 7th part, or 
sabbath, of the whole period from Nehemiah to the same crists. 

§ 352. Lastly: since the period after the Resurrection is so 
peculiarly related to the last half-week of Daniel’s prophecy, and 
this to the apocalyptic period of 1260 days, it is interesting to 
observe, that from the day of the Resurrection to the 11th 
August a. ». 70 (the goal of the economy which we have been 
considering) is precisely 15,120, or éwelve times 1260 days. 


NOTE. 


ON THE SYMBOLICAL SENSE INVOLVED IN ST. LUKE'S HISTORY OF THE 
NATIVITIES. 

ὁ 9568, Every thoughtful reader of the Bible must have felt how impres- 
sively the opening of the Gospel History is connected with the concluding 
scene of the Old Testament Scriptures. The prophet “Malachi” closes the 
glorious line of those holy men of Ged who spake and wrote as they were 
meved by the Holy Ghost: in him, the Divine Spirit “seals up vision and 
. prophecy,” and utters His voice for the last time ; to speak no more in like 
sort through a long succession of ages. In this parting utterance it is mti- 
mated that the Day of Old Testament Revelation is about to close, and to be 
succeeded by a long night of waiting for another and better morning. Such 
a dawn He promises: “To you that fear My Name shall the Sun οὗ Right- 

26-2 
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eousness arise with healing on His wings.” But before the “ Day” of His 
coming, He will ‘‘send His messenger to prepare His way before Him.” 
So ends the Canon of the Old Testament: and the New takes up that 
parting word of promise: “The beginning of the Gospel of Jesus Christ 
the Son of God: as it is written in the Prophets, Behold I send My mes- 
senger, and he shall prepare Thy way before Thee.” The Church, after her 
long waiting, rejoices in the coming day, “Through the tender mercy 
of our God the day-spring from on high hath visited us,” and watches 
intently for the full-orbed rising of that promised Sun of Righteousness, 
“to give light to them that sit in darkness and the shadow of death, to 
guide our feet into the way of peace.” 

But beside this general connexion, there seems to be one more intimate 
and recondite, by which the opening scene of S. Luke’s Gospel in par- 
ticular, is related to that which met our view in the close of the Old 
Testament: and this connexion becomes the more impressive when one 
perceives that the epoch of the sixty-two weeks of Daniel’s prophecy has its 
symbolical counterpart in the epoch of the sixty-two weeks of the Nativity, 
or epoch of the ministry of Zacharias in the Temple. 

By theconjoint ministry of Ezra and Nehemiah, the Temple-worship was 
fully restored, the priests and Levites reformed and set in their courses. 
These things being ordered, the city rebuilt, the polity re-established, and 
measures taken for the perpetuation of the Divine worship, the Holy Spirit 
“seals up vision and prophecy” until the manifestation unto Israel, after 
sixty and two mystical weeks, of this promised messenger. But first He 
gives a last charge to the whole Church, and to its clergy in particular, 
“And now, this commandment is for you, O priests.” He rebukes and 
chastens them, that they should be zealous and repent, be diligent in their 
liturgy, remember that His covenant was with them (“ with Levi”) of life 
and peace, that Levi (the whole Levitical institute) is “the messenger or 
angel (Malach) of the Lord of Hosts,” to impart knowledge and turn many 
from iniquity. He announces that He will send His messenger (angel) 
before Him, &c...... ...and then that Jehovah Himself, even “the Messenger 
(Angel) of the Covenant,” shall suddenly come to His Temple, ‘and will sit 
.as a refiner by fire, purifying the sons of Levi first. In this remarkable con- 
nexion, it is implied that the Levitical priesthood executed the same office as 
John the Baptist: both were angels of the Lord of Hosts, of “The Angel of 
the Covenant.” The idea of the Levitical institute, as the angel and precursor 
of Christ, set to teach Israel, to turn many from iniquity, to baptize with 
divers washings “after the manner of the purification of the Jews,” and 
4inally, in its liturgical and sacerdotal functions, to point to the Lamb 
of God—this idea was to be finally summed up, intensely realized, and 
48 it were impersonated in John the Baptist. The work which all Levi had 
been doing by the space of 1500 years, unconsciously, as it were, and dreamily 
end afar off was to be consummated by John, with clear consciousness and 
energetic reality, proclaiming the advent of God's kingdom, preaching and 
baptizing into repentance, and delivering up his charge and Levi’s to the 
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Angel of the Covenant. Accordingly, John the Baptist was a Levitical priest, 
of pure descent. 

§ 354. Now the scene which meets our view in the gathering twilight of 
the Old Testament Day is this:—the Temple stands there, with its minis- 
tering priesta and Levites set in their courses, and the Holy Spirit, speaking 
for the last time, gives them their charge, and reminds them of their calling 
to be the angel of the Lord of Hosts to prepare His way before Him. In the 
opening dawn of the New Testament the same scene lies before us: the 
Temple is there, and the priests ministering in their ceaseless round and 
tradition of service ; and among these, a certain priest named Zacharias, 
of the course of Abijah, is ministering in the order of his course. And, in 
the first place, it is recorded of him and of his wife Elizabeth, who also was - 
of the daughters of Aaron, that “they were both righteous, walking in all 
the commandments and ordinances of the Lord, blameless:” ἐν πασαῖς. 
ἐντολαῖς καὶ δικαιώμασι. Now, compare with this the concluding words 
of Malachi, that last injunction of the Divine Spirit with which the canon 
of the Old Testament is sealed up and closed : the precept by which the 
Church, and the priesthood in particular, are warned in what posture they 
must be found if Messiah’s coming shall not be to “smite the land with 
a curse,” (aprecept which before the coming of Christ was deemed s0 
momentous, that the Greek translators repeat it at the end of the chapter 
and the Hebrew scribes call attention to it by a larger size of its first letter.) 
“ Rememser the law of Moses my servant, which I ordained unto him in Hored 


for all Terael, THE STATUTES AND THE JUDGMENTS” (ΘᾺ Ors 


huqqim-u-mishpatim, προστάγματα καὶ δικαιωματα, or, as S. Luke 
has it, ἐντολὰς καὶ δικαιώματα.) Such were this righteous pair, as the 
Holy Spirit in that momentous precept required their whole order and the 
whole Church to be, in order to a blessed fulfilment of the Promise, 
‘Behold, 1 send Elijah the Prophet,” &c. 

It is further noted of them, that they were “righteous, walking before 
God, blameless.” In them was realized the righteousness which God re- 
quired of Levi, “‘ He walked with me in peace and equity,” Mal. ii. 6. They 
were not as those whom He rebuked by Malachi, “ whose words were stout 
before God: saying, It is vain to serve God, and what profit is it, that 
we have kept His ordinance, and have walked mournfully before the Lorp 
of Hosts.” Mal. iii. 13. 

Again, it is noted, that Zachariah’s wife Elizabeth, “she also was of the 
daughters of Aaron.” This was an object on which the Holy Spirit earnestly 
insisted by Malachi, that the priests of the house of Aaron should intermarry 
only among themselves. “And now, O ye priests, this commandment is for 
you. If ye will not hear...I will send a curee upon you...and ye shall know 
that I have sent this commandment unto you, to the intent that my covenant 
may be with Levi...My covenant was with him...but ye are departed out 
of the way...ye have corrupted the covenant of Levi.” (Mal. ii. 1—8.) How? 
‘In this especially, that the priests married strange wives. ‘“ Against the wife 
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of thy youth thou hast dealt treacherously, yet is she thy companion and the 
wife of thy covenant ; ἑ. 6. the daughters of the house of Aaron were wronged 
by this violation of the covenant, which required that the priests should 
marry them only. With this compare the historical fact with which ths 
inspired history of the Old Testament comes to a close. One of the sons 
of Joiads, the son of Eliashib the high-priest, was son-in-law to Sanballat 
the Horonite, and I chased him from me. Remember them, O my God, 
because they have defiled the priesthood and the covenant of the priestheed 
᾿ and of the Levites. Thus cleansed I them from all strangers, and appointed 
the wards (ἐφημερίας, LXX.) of the priests and of the levites, every one ἐπ 
his business, and for the wood-offering at times appointed, and for the first- 
fruits. Remember me, O my God, for good.” Neh. xiii. fin. 

We may also observe the terms in which the angel Gabriel describes the office 
of the precursor, that final impersonation of the idea of the Levitical priest- 
hood in its capacity of the Lord’s messenger: καὶ πολλοὺς τῶν νἱῶν Ἰσραὴλ 
ἐπιστρέψει ἐπὶ Κύριον τὸν Θεὸν αὐτῶν. Compare with this what is said 
of “ Levi" in Malachi, καὶ πολλοὺς ἐπέστρεψεν ἀπὸ ἀδικίας, ii. 6. The 
preceding clause, as read in the LXX, ἐν εἰρήνῃ κατευθύνων ἐπορεύθη per. 
ἐμοῦ, καὶ πολλοὺς &c., is alluded to in the song of Zacharias, v.79. “ Thou 
shalt go before the Lord to prepare His ways...to give knowledge unto His 
people (Mal. ii. 7.)...rov κατενθύναι τοὺς πόδας ἡμῶν εἰς ὁδὸν 
elpnyne. 

In 8. Luke (i. 41): is another fine allusion to Malachi (iii 20), “To 
you that fear My name shall arise the Sun of Righteousness...and ye 
Shall leap like young calves, σκιρτήσετε ες μοσχάρια. Thus John the 
Baptist, as the impersonation of faithful Israel, was the first, even in 
the womb, to exult (ἐσκίρτησεν ἐν ἀγαλλιάσει) in the dawning of the 
Sun of Righteousness, the ᾿Ανατολὴ ἐξ ὕψους. --- Compare also what the 
blessed Virgin (the impersonation of the whole Church) says of herself, v. 48, 
μακαριοῦσίμ με πᾶσαι ai γενέαι With Mal. iii. 12, μακαριοῦσιν ὑμᾶς πάντα 
τὰ ἔθνη. 

§ 355. Lastly, observe the import of the names Zacharias, Elizabeth, John 

Zachar-jah is compounded of the verb Zachar, “remember,” and the 
name of God, and as such means either “Whom God remembereth,” or 
“Who remembereth God.” This is very significant in reference to the 
closing scene of the Old Testament, both in Malachi and in Nehemiah. 
“ Then (i.e. when many, weary of long waiting, were saying in their hearts, 
It is vain to serve God, &c.) then they that feared the Lord spake often 
together, and the Lord hearkened and heard it, and a book of remem- 
brance (ziccar-on) was opened before Him, &c. And again, in the concluding 
precept before referred to, “ Remember the law of Moses my servant, &c. 
iii, 22, (Zichr-u torath Mosheh, &c.) Thus the very name of Zacharias 
marks him as the summary type of those faithful priests who, remembering 
the law, as witnesses for God and His Christ, are remembered of Him. 


ᾧ 855—357.]  KECONDITE MEASURES AND CYCLES. 407 


With this compare the oft-repeated prayer with which Nehemiah closes the 
Barrative of each of his good deeds in the service of God, and with which the 
historical canon of Scripture comes to a close, “ Remember me, my God, for 
good ( Zachrah li Elohai l’tobeh).” 

The other names, Eki-sheba, “ God hath sworn,” and Jeho-hhanan, “The 
Lory hath shewn mercy,” have also an evident reference to this beginning 
of the Gospel dispensation. And indeed, the import of all three names is 
embodied in the words of Zacharish’s hymn of praise. “Blessed be the 
Lord God of Israel, who*hathglooked upon His people...to perform His 
mercy (ἕλεος, Jeho-Ahanan) with our fathers, and to remember (zaebar) His 
holy covenant, the oath (shebs) which he sware unto Abraham.” 

The circumstances of the life of this aged pair suggest, of themselves, 
a typical sense. They were “far gone in their days,”—it was now so long 
since God for the last time renewed the assurance of His promise—“ Yet 
they had no son” :—it seemed as though the oath of God, His remembrance 
of His people, and His people’s remembrance of Him, produced no fruit. 
From the very instant, too, of the amnuneiation by the angel in the Temple, 
Zacharias became σιώπων καὶ μὴ δυνάμενος λαλῆσαι: from the last annun- 
ciation made in the prophecy of Malachi (“ My angel”) the tongue of inspi- 
ration became mute in Israel. 

' ᾧ 356. Now we have said that the period of 434 days, from the entry 
of Zacharias to the Nativity, is the mimiatare emblem of the period of 434 
years in Daniel's prophecy, during which the Church was to be waiting for 
the Messiah, and, as it were, “travailing in birth” of the promised Christ. 
The 3% days which make up the number 437}, are typical of the 3} years 
of the preaching of the kingdom of God: the 40 days of purification, in this 
sense, aptly typify the final period of Jerusalem’s probation. 
' In this way of considering the matter, we diseern the typical significance 
of the history of the presentation in the Temple. It is the type of thas 
sudden coming of the Lord into His temple of which it is said, “But 
who may abide the day of His coming? For he is like a refiner’s fire.” 
$357. Inthe aged Symeon, a man righteous and devout, waiting for the 
consolation of Israel, we may see ἃ just type of the faithful remnant of the 
Church of Israel “It had been revealed to him that he should not see death 
before he had seen the Lord’s Christ.” It was revealed that the Church and 
worship, the ritual and polity of Moses should not pass away until Christ’s 
universal Church was established. To that ritual and polity the elect rem- 
nant of Israelites, believers in Christ, adhered until the last term of Jerusa- 
lem’s purification was ended: and then, “the abomination of desolation” being 
set up, the Church of God forsook the devoted city, knowing that the times 
of Moses’ law were at anend. To this corresponds the hymn of Symeon: 
“ Lord, now Thou dismissest Thy servant in peace, aceording to Thy word, 
for mine eyes have seen Thy salvation, which Thou hast prepared before the 
face of all nations—a light (from henceforth) to lighten the Gentiles, and to 
be; (hereafter) the glory of Thy people Israel.” It is nqt unworthy of re- 
mark, that the bishop, and so the head and representative ef the Church 
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of Jerusalem, at the time of its flight into the mountains, was, by the 
concurrent voice of all antiquity, Symeon, the brother of James and kinsman 
of the Lord. 

Thus far extends 8. Luke’s narrative. The very next event, which 
here comes in from S. Matthew, carries on the symbolical sense. It is 
the Visit of the Magi; é.e. as the Church has always symbolized, the mani- 
Sestation. of Christ to the Gentiles. Symeon announced that “light to 
lighten the Gentiles:” and here is the star in the east guiding the Gentiles 
to the Saviour. Perhaps the slaughter at Bethlehem may be drawn within 
the scope of the symbol, and this would explain 8. Matthew's use of the 
words of Jeremiah. This, however, may be left to the reflection of the 
reader. 


IV. Times and Seasons relating to the Temple and Daily 
Sacrijice. 


§ 358. Under this head I have to notice some relations 
differing, in part, from those which have been mentioned, but 
not less exact and impressive. They afford a remarkable at- 
testation to the reality of those already described. 

We have already noted that the dedication of Solomon's 
Temple precedes our date of the Vision by just a thousand 
years. This is true even to a single day. Solomon dedicated 
his Temple at the Feast of Tabernacles 1006 s.c.: and the 
feast began 14 October. (§ 252.) Thence to 6 Oct. 3.c. 6 are 
one thousand Julian (artificial) years minus 8 days: which are 
exactly a thousand true tropical years. (For 1000 Julian years 
at 365°25 exceed the same number of tropical years at 36524224 
by 1000 x -00776 = 7°76 days. 

This, remarkable as it is, is not all. The first Temple was 
destroyed. by fire, 8.0. 588, 8th August, ᾧ 167. The interval 
from its dedication to its destruction was therefore 418 years 
minus 67 days, or 152,608 days. 

The second Temple was completed 3rd Adar, s.c. 513, 
ᾧ 188, ¢.¢. 16 February. And from this date to the day of 
its destruction, 4 Aug. a.p. 70, are 582 years plus 170 days, 
4.6. 212,744 days. . 


So then the first Temple stood ......... 152,608 days 
And the second......... ...ssssssecesceeeees 212,744 


9 
Or the two together stood .........s0000. 365,352 days 


§ 858...860.] | REOCONDITE MEASURES AND CYCLES. 409 


Now the Iast Passover of Jerusalem, and the siege, began 
together 118 days before the Conflagration: to this crisis then, 
the number of days is 365,239, that is to say, almost exactly 
1000 tropical years (365, 242-24). 

So that from the Dedication of Solomon's Temple to the begin- 
ning of the days of vengeance, the Lord was worshipped in temples 
almost precisely a thousand years. 

And from the same Dedication to the beginning of the Day of 
Grace and Visitation in the Gospel, the whole intercal is lekewtse 

precisely a thousand years. 

Hence it follows, that the period during which there was no 
Temple (8 Aug. 588-16 Feb. 513) is almost to a day commen- 
surate with the period beginning at Zachariah’s vision and 
ending at the last Passover, the first day of the siege (6 Oct. 
B.c. 6—13 April, a.p. 70.) 

§ 359. The Temple, we know, was ἃ type of Christ’s body. 
The day on which He came to it, cleansing it, and declaring 
the sentence of its reprobation, was the Sunday or Monday 
before the Crucifixion, 13 or 14 Mar. a.p. 29. 

The Temple began to be built on the 20th April 1013 8. c. 
§ 252. From the one of these days to the other are 1041 
Julian years minus 38 days, or 1040°89 years, which is the 
square of 82.262 or 32 years, 96 days, which is precisely the 
period from Christ's nativity to that visitation of the Temple. 
In other words, the period from the foundation of the Temple to 
the day of tts visitation ἰδ precisely the square of the period from 
the Nativity to that same day. 

§ 360. The sacerdotal cycle was completed and had just 
begun afresh when the fatal firebrand was cast upon the Tem- 
ple, § 33. From the sabbath preceding the Passion to that 
day are 15,114 - 6 days = 15,120 days, i.e. precisely ninety 
complete cycles (90 x 168). The same ephemeria, then, and 
that the first, witnessed the cleansing of the Temple, the price 
of blood, the rending of the veil—and the fiery judgment of 
Messiah’s avenging advent. 

“Forty-six years was this Temple in building, ὅσο. ᾧ 72 
This was spoken during the Passover of a.p. 28. Now 46 
years = 16,802, or a hundred cycles. Thence to the end 
are 92 or 2 x 46 cycles. And the whole duratéon of Herod's 
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Temple from its foundation to its catastrophe is measured by 
192 or 8 x 24 sacerdotal cyeles. 

§ 361. “In the midst of the week, He shall cause sacrifice 
and oblation to cease.” Dan. ix. 27. 

‘In ita truest sense, this was fulfilled in that hour when the 
Incarnate Son, having consummated His ome sacrifice of Him- 
self, said, It is finished. But after this invisible abrogation 
the visible daily sacrifice contmued to be offered until it ceased 
for ever in the days of vengeance. The very day of this event 
is on record: it was the 17th of Panemus' = 13 July a.p. 70. 
Count now the days from the one instant to the other, from 
the invisible act to ite visible sign and seal. The interval 
from 18 Mareh a.p. 29, to 13 July a.v. 70, mw 41 years 117 
days = 15,092, or precisely 44 periods of 7° days. To this 
remarkable economy I shall recur in another place; here 
we may observe, that this mystical term is part of a larger 


For, from the restoration of the daily sacrifice and sacer- 
_ dotal courses, 29 Sept. Β.α. 536 (ᾧ 34) to the day of the Cru- 
cifixion are 205,806 days, which make 600 periods of 7° days, 
and 6 days over (therefore to the recommencement of the cycle, 
just 600 x 7°, and the number of courses 1225, or 25 x 7°): 
hence from the restoration to the final cessation are 644 x 7° 
= 92x 7*=2 x 46 x 7*. 

And here I remark, for further use, that the final capture 
of Jerusalem, 1 Sept. a.p. 70, lies just the same length of time 
after the cessation of sacrifice as does the Pentecost after the 
Crucifixion. The imterval therefore from the day of. Pentecost 
to the taking of the city is also 44 x 75. 


V. Traces of similar Economies in the carler periods of the 
Eistory. 
§ 362. That remarkable period of 490 x 490, or 700 x 7° 


ending 17 November a.p. 70, is part of a larger cycle of the 
same structure beginning at the Exode itself. For, from 


1 A memorable day on another ac- | and all Israel provoked God in the matter 
count; for it was on this day that Aaron | of the golden calf; supra § 256. 
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10 April 1586 to that day are 1655 years, 221 days = 604,710 
days, which exceed only by 1 the period 1763 x 343." Hence 


From 11 April (15 Nisan) 1586 to 9 July 588 are 1063 x 7* 
To the Vision of Zacharias ao tatececnsctoecesensceecsees .. 1683 x 73 


ᾧ 868. We may remark, that the day on which “the 
seeptre passed from Judah” lies in the track of this same cycle. 
For the Temple was taken by Herod, and the line of Asamonman 
Princes became extinct, 3. c. 37, 10th Tisri = 5 October: 
and thence to 17 November a.p. 70 are 106 years, 43 days = 
38,759 days, which make precisely 113 x 7°. That is, from 
the Exode to the departure of the sceptre from Judah are 
1650 x 75, and thence to the end, 113 x 75. 

§ 364. From the delivery of the Law to the 11th August 
a.v. 70, the goal of the cycle 434 x 434 from Nehemiah, are 
604,562 days, which are exactly divisible by the same measure, 
being equal to 1398 x 434, or 199 x 7 x 434. ᾿ 

But the Babylonian crisis, 9 July 588, precedes 11 August 
a.D. 70, by (490 + 63) x 434 = 553 x 434. Henee the de- 
livery of the Law precedes 9 July 588 by (1398 — 553) = 434 
= 840 x 434 = 12 x 70 x 434, or 744 x 490. Consequently, 
from the delivery of the Law to 17 November a.p. 70, are 
(744 + 490) x 490 = 1234 χ 490. 

§ 365. The Promise precedes the Exode by 430 years ex- 
actly, therefore the delivery of the Law by 50 days more, making 
157,108 days, or precisely 362 x 434. 

Isaac, the first great type of “‘ Abraham's Seed,” was born 
when his father was 100 years old; and Abraham’s 100th year 
ended in 1993 z.c. Now it will be found that four times the 
period 434 x 434, &6. 753,424 days, or 2063 years minus 
87 days, reckoned back from 11 Aug. αν. 70, reach up to 
the 6th of November 1994. So that the time of the concep- 
tion of Isaac and destruction of Sodom must lie very near the 
beginning of this remarkable cycle. It follows that this same 
day precedes the delivery of the Law by (1736 — 1393) x 434, 
or 7x7 x7 x 434. 


5 One term more of 343 days would ; October, a. p. 25, i.e. within a month, 
make 1764 x 78 = 252 x 7#=36 x 7*.—A | at most, of the ἀρχὴ εὐαγγελίου in the 
period of 1715 x 78, or ὄχ 7* ends 19 { baptism of John. 
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§ 366. If in virtue of the significance which attends the 
name of Peleg (ᾧ 305) we assign the confusion of tongues to 
the central year of his life, or about 2227 8.c., from that event 
to the repeal of the curse on the day of Pentecost are about 
2255 years, which make 2401 x 75 (plus 96 days): between 
the curse therefore and its repeal there may lie the precise 
interval of 2401 x 75 or 7’ (¢.6.7x7x7x7x7x7%x7) days. 

§ 367. It seems highly probable that Pharaoh’s dream of 
seven years of plenty followed by seven of famine is symbolical 
of the destinies of Israel; for that Joseph’s history is typical of 
Christ was never doubted by sound expositors. Now I have 
assigned the dream and the epoch of the seven years to the 
year 1812 n.c., p. 316. But the Mosaic age down to the 
nativity of Christ forms a cycle of 49 times the term of our 
Lord's life, or seven sabbatic-cycles of mystical years. It is, 
surely, not 4 little interesting to find that the year 1812 8.0. 
(27th April) is the beginning of a cycle of seven such mystical 
years. For 7 x 11,789°82 = 82,529 days = 226 years minus 
17 days, which reckoned back from the Exode reach to the 
day which has been mentioned. Here, then, is an economical, 
accompanying the typical analogy. It might be traced further, 
but I forbear. | 

ᾧ 368. If, as the Jews report, the sentence of wandering 
was denounced on the 9th day of the 5th month, (which would 
be either 19 July, or 18 August, 1585,) then, since the sentence 
was taken off in the beginning of the 40th year, 1547, 16 
March—14 April, it may have been in force exactly 40 x 73 
days, corresponding with the economy noted in ᾧ 344. Sup- 
pose the sentence passed 490 days after the Exode, ¢. 6. on 
the 12th of August, which cannot be far wide of the truth: 
then a period of. 40 χ 7* or 37 years, 206 days, leads to 7 
March in the 40th year, about 9 days before the arrival in 
Kadesh-Barnea, Numb. xx. 7. οἵ. Deut. i. 2. 

§ 369. From 11 April 1586, the morning after the Pass- 
over in Egypt, to the 17 November a. p. 70, we have found 
604,709 = 1768 x 7° days. But this same period is also a re- 
markable multiple of the number 777 (composed of 434 + 343): 
for it makes 778 x 777, with a remainder 203; and there- 
fore makes the remarkable period 777 x 777 with the surplus 
777 + 203, or 980, or 2x 490. Hence from the day which 
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lies 490 days after the Exode, which we have supposed the day 
on which sentence of reprobation was issued in the wilderness, 
to the day preceding 17 November a.p. 70 by 490 days, the 
interval is this striking period 777 x 777 (or 3437 +2 x 343 
x 434 + 434%)’. 

§ 370. From the 10th April 1546, precisely 40 years 
after the Exodus, and 3 days before the passage through 
Jordan, ᾧ 261, to the 9th July 588, are 958 years, 90 daye, 
or precisely the very remarkable period of 350,000, ¢. 6. 500 
periods of 700 days: (therefore to 17 November a. p. 70, are 
843 such periods). 

From the same day to 18 April 606 8.c., which is very 
nearly the terminus ad quem of the two periods of 490 years 
and epoch of the 70 years captivity, are 490 years 8 days 
= 343,343 = 1001 x 7? = 143 x 7%. 

§ 371. The Tabernacle was set up at Sinai, on the first 
day of the second year, Tuesday 16 March 1585. From the 
11 April to the first sabbath of the tabernacle are just 343 
days (§ 257). 

It was erected at Sheloh in the year 1539 (p. 280). Sup 
pose the date to have been the 4th or 5th of Nisan, Saturday 
23 March, just 46 Jewish years after the first erection: the 
interval is exactly 49 x 7°, and from the Exodus 50 x 7%, 

After seven months’ captivity among the Philistines, che 
Ark was restored, during wheat-karvest, 1 Sam. vi. 13. The 
captivity, therefore, occurred in October or November, 1117 
s.c. Now from the Exode to 24 October 1117, are just 
171,500 days = 500 x 75, Assuming, then, these several dates, 
which cannot be far from the truth, we have— 


From the Exode to erection of Tabernacle at Shiloh 50 x 73 


to Captivity of Shiloh .................. 500 x 73 
to the Babylonian Crisis ............... 1063 x 73 
to the Roman..............ccsccesceeseees 1768 x 7? 


§ 372. If the first cycle of 490 years comprised exactly 
so many tropical years, it ended 7 or 8 April a. p. 1096. Now 
from 8 April of that year to the first Christian Pentecost (of 


1 From the Promise to the Exode | a. Ὁ. 70, is 761,767, or 2x 490 x 77 
being 157,057 days, the sum to 17 Nov. | with a remainder 307, 
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which the day of Mizpeh was so memorable a type), the interval 
is 1124 years 30 days, or 410,571 days, or precisely 1197 x 7? 
=171x7* days’. Add to this a period of 44x 7", and you 
reach the very day on which Jerusalem was taken by the Roman 
armies. (supra ᾧ 361 ) 

But this economy is yet more extensive. It was Zechariah 
who beheld in vision that pourmg out of “the Spirit of grace 
and supplication upon the house of David and upon the m- 
habitants of Jerusalem,” xu. 10,11, when “they looked upon 
Him whom they had pierced, and mourned with a great weep- 
ing as the weeping in the valley of Megiddon.” In its proxi- 
mate reference, this unquestionably denotes that day of Pen- 
tecost, of which the great mourning at Mizpeh, the pouring 
out of water before the Lord with the tears of the people, 
and the great grace which followed, constitute a very signal 
type. We have seen how the type and antitype are connected, 
the first day of “the Prophets” with the birth-day of “the 
Gospel.” Now observe that the epoch of Zechariah, who may 
be regarded as the leader of the last order of the Prophets, 
is the 2nd year of Darius, the 8th month, which began 29 or 
30 September 518 (ᾧ 188). And from 8 April 1096 to 
29 September 518, are 518 years 174 days, which make 616 
x 7° or 88 x 7‘, agreeing with the former, not only in the 
smaller measure 7°, but im the larger of 7 x 7x7 x 7. 
Even the coefficient 88 or 2 x 44 is remarkable: for, from 
the Pentecost to the capture of the city, the interval is cha- 
racterized by this same number, ¢.¢. 44x 7°. Now the day 
of the capture is the antithesis, in respect of the rage and 
misery of the impenitent, to the day of Pentecost: it is the 
day of the baptism “ with fire,” as that of the baptism “with 
the Holy Ghost.” Matt. iii. 11. It is the counterpart to that 
other great crisis which lies at the goal of Zechariah’ 8 vision, 
chap. xii, It. was to the impenitent of that αἰών, the “day 
of the battle of Harmageddon,” Rev. xvi. 16. (Mount Megiddo, 


1 Moreover to 8 Apr. 1096, from the { tivity. For from 10 Apr. 1546 to 24 Oct. 
day above assumed as the dateof theark’s {| 1117 are 156,89] days = 21 x 7471. In 
captivity, 24 Oct. 1117, Β. 6. are 7471 | other words, the interval of suspense 
days; which is exactly τ 5th part of the | between the judgment and the deliver- 


whole period from the Eisode tothe Cap. | auce is just 5th part of the period. 
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the Mount Zion turned into a Megiddon, Zech. xii.11). So 
that this economy connects these several terms : 


Epoch of Samuel and the prophets to epoch of Zechariah 616 x 7* or 2 x 44x 7* 


Epoch of Zechariah or prophets of second Temple to} 
Pamtecnst  ....--..0cccccccccccccccseccccsccccveccccscccces 581xF7or 83x77" 
1197 x Jor 171x 7 
Thence to the Capture of the City .:.........scssssscssees 44. 75 


VI. Further considerations on the Prophecy of the Seventy 
Weelcs. 


§ 373. It certainly seems natural to suppose that the 
seventy weeks are measured in some sense from the “ going 
forth of the decree” of Cyrus; ὁ. 6. from the year 536 8.0, 
But their (proximate) goal is certainly the desolation of Jeru- 
salem by the Roman armies. The interval is not 490 bat more 
than 605 years, t.¢. the historical interval outruns the pro- 
phetical by more than 115 years. I have now to shew that 
this very excess stands in a marked and impressive relation to 
the scheme of times and seasons which has been thus far de- 
scribed. 

If the decree of Cyrus coincides (as the general scheme 
requires that it should) with the Passover of the year 536, 
then, the 490 (tropical) years, beginning 13 April of that year, 
would end 9 or 10 April 46 8.c. Now from 9 April 46, to 
8 December 8.c. 5 (the Nativity), are 41 years 243 days: 
precisely the same length of time as the closing period, from 
the Crucifixion to the 17th November a. νυ. 70, or close of the 
490 x 490 days, ᾧ 3837. So that the excess of which we speak, 
considered as ending at the close of the 490 x 490 days, is 
composed of three cycles, 15,218, 11,790, and 15,218 days; or 
the period of our Lord’s life is enclosed between two commen- 
surate periods. 

§ 374. Again: this year 46 8,6. lies 1500 years after 
the Eisode. Now from the day of the passage through Jor 
dan, 14 April 1546, to 9 April 46, the interval is 547,870 
days: which divided by 13 gives the quotient 42,144 days, or 
115 years 140 days, which measured from 9 April 46, lead 
to 26 August a.pv. 70, three weeks after the conflagration 
of the Temple, and one week before the capture of the city, 


- 
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(1 September). This is very remarkable. The whole period of 
Israel’s possession of the promised land, from the passage through 
Jordan to the capture of Jerusalem, being divided into 14 parts, 
(2 x 7), the residual period, from the close of the 490 years, 
as measured from the decree of Cyrus to the capture, is just 
(within a week) one of these parts. (In another place it will 
be shown that the first half of the 2 x 7 parts ends at a re- 
markable crisis of the kingdom of the ten tribes, and the first 
term of the second half at Josiah’s reformation). 

Once more: observe that period 15,218 days leading from 
9 April, 46 to the day of the Nativity: ἐξ δ an eract and 
significant measure of the whole period from the passage through 
Jordan. For 547,870 days divided by 36, give 15,218 days 
and a fraction. 

Moreover: this year 46 3.c. lies just 70 years before the 
year in which the gospel began with the preaching of John 
the Baptist, and just 40 years before the opening of tho goe- 
pel history in the vision of Zacharias. And reckoned from the 
time of the restoration of the altar and daily sacrifice in 536, 
the scheme of years is exact: viz. 


From Oct. 536 to 46 .....ccsssssssscesees 490 years 
Oct. 46 to Oct. 6, B.C. ...ssscceceesoreee 40\ 79 
To Oct. Ac ἢ. 25 -.....(ὁνονονονενννννενννσον oo} 


And lastly: a period of 3 x 490 x 490 days reaches from the year 
of Abraham's entrance into the promised land to this year 46 
B.C. for that period is 720,300 days = 1972 years 27 days. 

But what may be the historical import of this year 8.0. 46? 
I suppose this: that it is the epochal year of the Roman Empire. 
The power by which the judgment was to be executed was then 
fully formed: ‘the armies of the Prince which shall come” are 
prepared and ready to do His work. In fact, the supremacy 
of Ceesar is attested by his reformation of the calendar in this 
very year, well known as “the year of confusion,” after which 
the new account of time began which has continued ever since. 
Even this is significant. In Judsa, too, just at this conjunc- 
ture, we find Herod, emboldened by the support of Rome, de- 
fying the whole Sanhedrim, before which he stood as a criminal, 
and threatening to put every member of it to death, Joseph. 
Ant, xiv. 17. B. J. 1. 8. 
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§ 375. Now between the two lines on which the pro- 
phetical period of seventy weeks runs its course, there is this 
parallelism, which for the sake of clearness shall be expressed 


in ἃ diagram : 
536 B.C. 46 B.C. 3 B.C. 
490 H 
™ 4ly, 2434. 
490 — 3}. : 
-------.----- - ...-ο----------.-.-.-ςς-- 
459 Β.0. 29 Δ. ἢ. 70 a.D. 


That is (omitting the final 3} years which are reserved to the 
end of the world), we have two periods of 490 years, the one 
ending at the epoch of the Romanum Imperium, or Third Em- 
pire of Prophecy, the other at the cutting off of Messiah: each 
followed by a period of 15,219 days, leading, the one to. the 
personal, the other to the mystical nativity of ““ [86 man-child 
which should rule all nations with a rod of iron.” For it should 
be observed that there is ὦ mystical nativity of Christ, as well 
as the nativity of incarnation. That mystical nativity lies in 
the end of the world, and is the subject of the vision in the 
Apocalypse, xii. 1, and is hinted at in the Old Testament Pro- 
phets, as Micah iv. 10. But the end of the Mosaic Age is the 
type and pledge of the consummation of all things: Christ 
ruling invisibly, the earnest of Christ reigning personally: the 
Holy Catholic Church, the image and figure of Messiah's king- 
dom which is to come, the σκιαγραφία of the promised Pa-. 
lingenesia. It is natural therefore to suppose, that in the 
crisis of the former αἰών there lies some figure and token 
of that mystical nativity of which we speak. And the figure 
I take to be this: the dirth, namely, of the Catholic Church 
(Christ's Body), its complete delivery and extrication from 
the womb of the elder Church and theocracy. And the 
language of Scripture favours this representation. The woes 
of Jerusalem are spoken of by our Lord as the birth-pangs 
of her child-bearing, ἀρχὴ ὠδίνων ταῦτα. Christ was fully 
formed in particular Christians, S. Paul implies, when their 
hearts and consciences were fully delivered from the law of 
types and shadows. For so he writes to those Galatians who 
would passionately cling to the old dispensation, ‘ My little 
children, of whom I travail anew in birth until Christ be formed 
in you.” Gal. iv. 19. And the grand historical fact, which cor- 
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responds with the subjective birth of Christ in the inner man, 
is the passing away of the old dispensation, in the fiery judg- 
ment of its visitation, and the coming forth of the Catholic 
Church of Christ as a body distinct from the Church of Moses. 
And as I read the Apocalypse (like the Lord’s prophecy on the 
Mount) in a twofold sense, I take this which has been men- 
tioned for the first, or initial and typical, import of the vision 
of “the woman”——who is evidently the Jerusalem which is 
above and the mother of us all, the Church of the Patriarchs 
and Prophets—travailing in birth to be delivered, and bearing 
the male child which should rule all nations. For the initial 
import of the preceding chapter of the Apocalypse is, doubtless, 
the crisis of that economy. When the literal Jerusalem was 
become as Sodom and Egypt, when it was given to be trodden 
down forty and two months, when in that great earthquake the 
tenth part of the city fell, when the last trump of that former 
world sounded, then, concurrently with these events, was seen 
the sign in heaven, the “ woman travailing in birth and ready 
to be delivered.” 


VII. Times of Antiochus Epiphanes, or, Last Days of the 
Second Empire. 

ᾧ 376. The economical arrangements which have thus 
far occupied our attention reach from particular critical events 
of the canonical history of the Old Testament to like events 
in the times of the New Testament: 6. σ. from the Exode to the 
Passion, and to the catastrophe of the Mosaio Dispensation. In 
particular, we have seen that the entire last term of this period, 
reaching from the catastrophe of the first to that of the second 
Temple, exhibits a wondrous adjustment of its parts, proceed- 
ing according to the numerical law of Daniel’s great prophecy. 
A bridge, as it were, of marvellous structure, overarches the 
chasm between the two “days of the Lord.” But between 
these great catastrophes there lies ἃ crisis of sin, judgment, 
and mercy, which was also revealed to “the man greatly 
beloved,” the apocalypt of the Old Testament. The futurity 
which lay before his divinely instructed view involved, though 
as yet blended in its perspective, the crises of those three great 
empires which were successively to arise after the dissolution 
of the first ; which, when Babylon had done her appointed task 
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of judgment, were to be raised up for the like office. The 
last of these is yet to come: three woes are past, the fourth 
will follow in its season known only to God. The Antichrist 
will wield that fourth and last tyranny which shall be destroyed 
by the Lord at His coming. We have seen in what manner 
the visions of Daniel reach forward from the crisis of the third 
to that of the fourth empire. The predestined interval has, 
doubtless, its law, its measures, its economy: but they are not 
revealed; it is reserved for the Providence of God alone to 
reveal them by events: and “when the mystery of God shall 
be finished,” His servants will discern here also, intuitively, it 
may be, and not through laboured processes of the calculating 
understanding, the riches of that deep and manifold wisdom 
which is displayed in God’s “plan of the ages,” Eph. iii. 11. 
Meanwhile “Of that day and hour knoweth no man, no not 
the angels in heaven, but the Father only.” We will not dare 
to speculate (as some, even good men, have done, and alas! 
many rash and irreverent) concerning the law of the times and 
seasons which the Father hath put in His own power. The 
secret things belong unto the Lord our God: the things re- 
vealed are for us and for our children. Our concern in this 
enquiry is with the times and seasons which He has revealed in 
the past course of His providence, that thence gathering (if it 
may be) a livelier faith in the reality of His wonders in the days 
of old, we may confirm our souls in the awful faith of that which 
is to come. I could not forbear te reiterate this my earnest 
protest against all application of the processes here described 
to the pretended calculation of times future ; an attempt, which, 
notwithstanding the melancholy fact that this vain curiosity 
has been indulged or sanctioned by some’ whom I would reve- 


1 The reader will understand that I 
allude here to such men as Joseph 
Mede, and Henry More. I might per- 
haps add even greater names from earlier 
times. But I think the ancient Fa- 
thers are not chargeable with precisely 
this kind of extravagance. They be- 
lieved, on other grounds, that the end 
of the world was near at hand: and they 
thought they had found a confirmation 
of their faith in the chronology of the 


world’s history. They had a tradition, 
namely—adopted from the Jews—of six 
millennia, to end at the second coming 
of Christ; and their faulty chrono- 
logy, derived from the Septuagint, led 
them to imagine that fall five of these 
mystical days, and a considerable part 
of the sixth, were elapsed at the first 
advent. Moreover, they applied to their 
consideration of the residue which was 
yet to run its course, that saying of our 
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rence for their piety and wisdom, I feel it my bounden duty to 
reprobate, as, in itself, alike futile and profane. One would 
think the anslogy of the Church’s past experience might alone 
have taught .the true lesson in this respect. It was not until 
near the close of the seventy years foretold by Jeremiah, that 
even Daniel “knew by the books” the purpose of God con- 
cerning the desolations of Jerusalem. And what man compre- 
hended, before the event, the meaning and the bearings of the 
mysterious revelation, which then ensued, of the seventy times 
seven! And when that prediction reached its proximate goal, 
and Messiah was cut off, what mortal foreboded the measure of 
the time which was yet to elapse to its next subsequent goal, 
the compassing about of Jerusalem with armies? Which of the 
ancient prophets knew ought of the ‘times of the Gentiles,” 
that great mystery which lay suppressed in deep silence from 
the beginning of the ages? (Rom. xvi.25.) All these purposes 
of Divine Providence the event alone has disclosed, and to that 
alone we must look for the disclosure of the laws and measures 
and economies under which our present αἰών is constituted. 
_ ᾧ 877. To return, however: We have seen what economies 
connect the last times of the first and of the second Temple, or, 
the crises of the judgment severally executed by the first em- 
pire and the third. Does then any like economy reach from 
the first crisis to the second, and thence to the third ἢ : 
The latter times of the Syro-Grecian empire, especially of 
Antiochus Epiphanes, are pourtrayed in Daniel's vision with an 
extraordinary precision of detail. The historical chronology of 
that period has been examined in a former chapter of this work: 
our concern now is with its prophetical bearings. Certain de- 
finite periods of time connected with the Maccabean history 
were revealed to Daniel: namely, a period of “a time, times and 


Lord, κολοβωθήσονται αἱ ἡμέραι : and 
thus retained the practical impression 
designed in that other warning, Of thai 
day and hour, &c. As to the modern 
acheme, the device of men deeply imbued 
with heresy, and from them thought- 
lessly adopted for purposes of Protestant 
controversy by modern interpreters of 
prophecy, it was far from the imagina- 
tions of the Christian fathers. I assert 


only what has been amply and incontro- 
vertibly proved, as every impartial per- 
son who has read Mr. Maitland's various 
writings on this subject is very well 
aware. See his Prophetical Tracts on 
Antichrist, &c., and the interesting series 
of papers in the British Magazine, en- 
titled, Antichrist in the thirteenth Cen- 
tury. Vol. xvi—xviii. 
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a half,” of 1290, 1335, and 2300 days: we are to enquire, in the 
first place, how these predictions were fulfilled. But since there 
is reason to believe that the four great crises connected with the 
four empires of prophecy, are related to each other by a law of 
times and seasons, we are further to consider whether any such 
law is visible in respect of the times of the three former 
empires. What manner of economy may connect all three 
with the fourth, I say again it is not for us to speculate. ‘ Of 
that day and hour knoweth no man, no not the angels in 
heaven.” Our concern is with the things revealed in the course 
of times past. Ὁ ἔχων νοῦν ψηφισάτω τὸν ἀριθμόν. 

ᾧ 378. In the first place, the Syrian crisis is connected 
with the Babylonian by an economy which belongs to the pro- 
phecy of the seventy weeks. for, if from the epoch of the 
seventy years of Jeremiah, 606 8.c., we reckon 62 x 7 = 434 
years, we shall find them ending at 172 s.c., and 7 years more 
lead to 165 3.c. And if for the epoch of the seventy years 
and of the 434 years, we take that crisis of Jehoiakim’s sin 
in burning the roll, which was in the 9th month of his 4th 
year, Jor. xxxvi. 1, 22, 23, the economy is probably exact; ex- 
tending, namely, from Nov. 606 8. c. to 22 November 165 Β. cy 
the Maccabean purification. And the latter moiety of the last 
7 years will be the “ time, times, and dividing of a time,” which 
are prophetically assigned to the persecution of the Syrian An- 
tichrist’. 


1 I mention this economy first, be. 
cause I think it real, and that Daniel’s 
prophecy was so worded as to suggest 
comfort to the faithful in that dire time 
of apostasy and persecution. They 
might say, ‘‘Our deliverance cannot 
be far distant, for the sixty-two weeks 
of Daniel, including the seventy years 
of Jeremiah, are come to an end.”” And 
the event confirmed their hopes, though 
not in the way they supposed. This is 
the answer to those commentators who 
in their interpretation of this prophecy 
are so far in the right as they take this, 
or somewhat like it, to lie within the 
scope of the prediction, but err in mak- 
ing this its whole and sole scope, agree- 
ably to their hypothesis of the Maccabean 


origin of the Book of Daniel. This notion 
is abundantly refuted by the contents of 
the present chapter. It may serve to give 
the reader a clear conception of the kind 
of attacks upon the divine origin of the 
canonical prophecies, against which the 
facts urged in this chapter are specially 
useful, if I extract the substance of the 
interpretation lately given by Ewald, 
die Propheten der Alten Bunds, {i. 560 
Β΄, which I do the rather, as Ewald’s 
exegesis, while by its earnestness and 
almost devout enthusiasm, it rises far 
above the tone of ordinary scepticism, 
yet at the same time is based altogether 
on the hypothesis of a purely human 
uninspired origin of the whole volume 
of Scripture, and the whole syatem of 
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§ 379. Of the periods of days we will first consider that 
of the 2800 days, or, as it is in the Hebrew, “ evenmg-morn- 


ings. 


Jewish and Christian belief. In this 
respect, it represents the most dangerous 
of those more refined forms of unbelief 
against which the Church has to contend 
in these last days. 

It is assumed, then, that the Book of 
Daniel was written by a devout Jew dur- 
ing the Antiochian persecution, with the 
intention of reviving the dejected spirits 
of the faithful. With this view, the 
writer personates Daniel, to whom he 
refers a number of predictions and sym- 
bolieal stories, all alike pointing to the 
disastrous times of Antiochus Epiphanes. 
Thus, the four kingdoms, in the vision 
of the Image and of the Beasts, are those 
of the Chaldeans, the Medes, the Per- 
sians, the Grecians—or possibly of the 
Assyrians, the Chaldeans, the Medo- 
Persians, the Greeks, The visions of the 
Ram and Goat, and the Scripture of 
Truth plainly terminate in the crisis 
which then was. In the prophecy of the 
seventy weeks all the lines of the author’s 
plan converge to ἃ point: it fixes the 
time of the crisis. Now Jeremiah had 
foretold a period of seventy years of Chal- 
dean servitude, at the end of which he 
doubtless represented to himself that 
Messiah would appear in His king- 
dom. That period came to an end, yet no 
Messiah appeared. The Maccabean per- 
sonator of Daniel would remove this 
stumbling-block. Accordingly he repre- 
sents Daniel, as pondering, in deep con- 
eer, at the close of that period, on the 
disappointment of the nation’s hope, 
and then in answer to his prayer, receiv- 
ing from an angel a revelation of the 
true import of the prediction. Namely, 
he is made to understand that the seventy 
years denote not 80 many years but weeks 
or sevens of years, at the end of which 
Messiah would appear. And the writer’s 
meaning is, that the close of the seventy 
weeka, and the coming of Messiah, lay 
close at hand in the times when he wrote, 


i. 6. during the Syrian persecution. It 
is true, he was much mistaken in think~ 
ing that 490 years from the beginning of 
the Babylonian Captivity were then run 
out, for the interval from 606 B.c. to 168 
B.C. was but 438 years: but what need 
is there to suppose this Maccabean Jew 
any better informed as to the true chro- 
nology? He thought it was 490 years, 
and that is enough. 

In this way, then, he represents the 
order of the times in his pretended pre- 
diction : 

“< From the going forth of the decree 
to rebuild Jerusalem,’’ ὃ. 6. from the pro- 
mise made by Jeremiah of Jerusalem’s 
future restoration and glory, “‘to an 
Anointed, a Prince,” i. 6. to Cyrus 
“ἀγα seven weeks,” 49 years; not 
seventy years, 88 was more commonly 
supposed. ‘‘ And during 62 weeks (mere) 
the city shali be rebuilding, with sirest 
and conduii, but in straits of the times: 
and after the 62 weeks shall an Anotnied 
be brought to nought, and have no man :”” 
meaning Seleucus IV. Philopater, who 
came to a violent end, B. c. 176, leaving 
no child to succeed him. ‘“ And the peo- 
ple of the prince,” i. 6. Antiochus Epi- 
phanes, “which shall come overflowing 
with his army, shail destroy city end 
temple—yet even to the end of the war és 
fearful decision,” i.e. from heaven at 
last. ‘* He will make covenant with 
many, one week long :’’ Antiochus dealt 
leniently with the Jews during the first 
seven years of his reign: ‘‘ And for the 
half week he will abolish sacrifice and 
oblation—_and that, because of the fearful 
height of abominations (vis. of our sins), 
but until destruction and decision be 
poured forth upen that fearful’’ (pile of 
abominations). This last half week is 
supernumerary to the seventy, and is the 
identical period marked in the other pro- 
phecies of this book. ‘In short, it is 
the actual now of the author, the darkly 
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In the vision of the Ram and He-goat, which manifestly 
relates in ita primary sense to the empire of the Greeks, 
it was foreshown that a lang of that empire should prosper 
against the holy people, and cause the daily sacrifice to cease 
for a time. Dan. viii. 11. ‘Then I heard one saint speaking, 
and another saint said unt othat certain: saint [or, wonderful 
sumberer, or numberer of secrets. Heb. Palmoni. Marg.| which 
spake, How long shall be the vision concerning the daily sacri- 
fice and the transgression of desolation to give both the sanc- 
tuary and the host to be trodden under foot? And he said 
unto me, Unto 2300 days; [Heb. evening-moruing|; then shall 
the sanctuary be cleansed (Heb. justtfed].” 

There seem to be but two events in the history of the 
Maccabees which can be regarded as constituting the terminus 
ad quem denoted by the words, ‘“‘the sanctuary shall be cleansed,” 


louring time when all abominations and 
calamities had come to such a height that 
it seemed as though Messiah could not 
possibly delay his coming ; the 1290 days 
which the faithful must patiently endure 
unto the end, xii. 11, or (somewhat to 
enlarge this prophetical round number 
for 33 years) the 1335 days, xii. 12, or 
(somewhat shortened ) the 2300 days and 
nights, i.¢. 1160 days, viii. 14 (which, 
as being the least, is mentioned first, 
and after it the numbers rise to 8} years, 
1290 days, 1335 days, as though the 
author would hint that men must not 
faint if the time of waiting were pro- 
longed). And when it is considered that 
the climax of abominations, the idol in 
the Temple, according to 1 Macc. i. 54, 
was set up just two years after the first 
seven, one perceives the emphasis of the 
circumlocution by which the 3} years are 
given as 3241+), vii. 26. xii. 7.” [I 
scarcely need pause to remark that the 
order is 1+ 2+, and that the idol was 
set up B.C. 168, at most 8 years after 
Antiochus’s accession, not nine as Ewald 
supposes }. 

““ Nothing can be plainer, then, than 
that the book was written B.c. 167-6, 
The end of Antiochus is announced as 


near and certain, yet in every part of the 
book, his overthrow, with which Mes. 
siah’s advent coincides, appears as fu- 
turity and pure foreboding. Even after 
the longest series in which the past deeds 
of the tyrant areaccurately described, 
xi. 21]—46, the rumours which reached 
Antiochus of disturbances in the Seat 
(Parthia) and North (Armenia), are the 
last actual occurrences down to the time 
of the composition of the book. Now if 
Antiochus had been already dead, and 
especially if the particulars of the very 
remarkable manner of his end had been 
known, the line between the disguised 
and the actual future would certainly have 
been drawn elsewhere, and the tenour 
of that part which is pure foreboding 
would have been very different. It is 
likely, however, that the favourable re- 
ception which this book speedily obtained 
was very much aided by the circum- 
stance’’ [mere accident, of course] ‘‘ that 
Antiochus came to his end at the time 
predicted—not indeed exactly at the close 
of the given number of days, for that 
Mattered not, since the author himself 
has stated the number sometimes a little 
higher, sometimes a little lower, but at 
all events not far wide of the mark.” 
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or, “justified.” These are, the Maccabean dedication, 25 Kas- 
leu = 22 November 165 Β. ο., and the victory over Nicanor, 13 
Adar 8. ο. 161 = 5 March (ᾧ 206). This latter event consti- 
tutes so momentous a crisis of the history, that at this point the 
author of the Second Book of Maccabees brought his narrative 
to a close with the remark that from this day forth “the city 
was made strong by the Hebrews.” ‘‘ And they all blessed the 
Lord, saying, Blessed be He who hath kept His place undefiled. 
And they decreed that this should be a marked day for ever.” 
2 Mac. xv. 1 Mac. vii. Comp. Josephus Ant. χ. 12. 5. It is 
noted that the day in question was ἡ πρὸ τῆς Μαρδοχαϊκῆς 
ἡμέρας, the day before the anniversary of the deliverance under 
Esther and Mordecai. 

On the former supposition, 2800 days, reckoned back from 
22 November 165, lead up to 7 August 8.c. 171, which is not 
a marked date of the history. 

But 2300 days, reckoned back from 5 March 161, do lead 
. to a very important crisis, no other, indeed, than the profanation 
itself; for, from 17 November 168 to 5 March 161, are just 
2300 days, and 17 November is but 8 days before the day of 
the profanation, 25 Kasleu 168 = 25 November. That is, if 
we reckon 2300 days from the very day of the profanation, they 
terminate 13 March, Β. c. 161, eight days after the victory over 
Nicanor, 

But the same conjuncture is memorable on another account 
also. For, after the victory, Judas Maccabseus entered into 
ἃ treaty of alliance offensive and defensive with Rome: the first 
compact the Jews had ever made with that fateful nation. 
And as the rise of Antiochus was to be “in the latter times 
of the empire of the Greeks,” Dan. viii. 23, it may be sur- 
mised that at this conjuncture “ the times” of the second empire 
came to a close, and the Third Empire, in the eye of prophecy, 

to run its course’. 

§ 380. The other periods occur in the prophecy called the 
Scripture of Truth, Dan. xi. xii., which is manifestly the ex- 


1 So Winer, ( Real-lex. Rimer.) who, | made with Judas Maccabeus...renewed 
as a rationalist, had of course no thought | by Jonathan, and by Simon. -Thus the 
of illustrating prophecy. ‘‘ With the | Jews attained to the perilous honour of 
Jews, the Romans first came into poli- | being called Amici εἰ Socti of the Ro- 
tical contact by a league which they | man people.” 
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pansion of the vision of the Ram and He-goat, and relates to 
the times of the Grecian empire, yet with a further reference to 
the times of the Fourth Empire and the last Antichrist. 

‘“‘ Ho held up his right hand and his left hand unto heaven, 
and sware by him that liveth for ever and ever, that [to the 
end of these wonders] shall be a time, times, and an half: and 
when he shall have accomplished to scatter the power of the 
holy people, all these things shall be finished...And from the 
time that the daily sacrifice shall be taken away, and the abomi- 
nation that maketh desolate set up, there shall be 1290 days. 
Blessed is he that waiteth and cometh to the 1335 days.” 

Of the period described as a time, times, and a half, 1 shall 
speak presently. Ifthe term of 1290 days is to be measured 
from the cessation of the daily sacrifice, it must terminate at or 
after the time of the Maccabean dedication. Now the dedica- 
tion took place 25 Kasleu = 22 November 165 3.c., exactly 3 
Jewish years (about 1093 days), as the history relates, after the 
final profanation or setting up of the idol, the abomination of 
desolation. This period therefore seems to end at some critical 
event after the dedication. 

It has been shown in its place (ᾧ 204), that the rage of 
Antiochus against the Jews, after his expulsion from Egypt 
(Dan. xi. 30), began July or August 5. ο. 168. Hence to the 
dedication is “a period of time, times, and the dividing of a 
time,” if we understand by that expression a period of 3 years 
with part of a fourth. As the history does not express the 
exact time at which the daily sacrifice ceased, which may 
have been before the return of Antiochus from Egypt, it is 
possible that the interval between that event and the dedica- 
tion, ὁ. 6. the time during which the Temple was defiled or the 
daily sacrifice ceased, may have been exactly 1290 days. If so, 
it began 15 May 168. This, however, is not an_ historical 
date. It seems more likely that the 1290 days end after the 
**¢ime, times, and a half:” ¢.¢. at some signal victory of the 
Maccabees. This point we must leave undetermined. The 
following consideration will serve, I think, to adjust the other 
periods with great precision. 

§ 381. If from the 5th March s.c. 161, we count back a 
period of 7χ 75 days, or 2401 days, we shall find it begin 8 August 
168: and this date coincides as nearly as possible with the 
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time of Antiochus’s return from Egypt, and the begmning of 
his “great rage” against the covenant, § 204. We may remark 
in passing, that it is precisely 420 or 6 x 70 years from the 
Babylonian burnmg of the Temple, and 5 x 70 from the 
epoch of the prophesying of Haggai and Zechariah. Now in 
this period of 7 x 7°, or “seven times,” the day of the dedica- 
tion, 22 November 165, lies precisely at the bisection, or at the 
end of “a time, times, and the dividing of a time.” The other 
moiety of course ends at 5 March 161, ¢. 6. at the end of the 
2300 days. 

§ 382. We have seen that a period of 2300 days ending 
at the day of the great deliverance, the defeat of Nicanor, 
5 March s.c. 161, begins at 17 November s.c. 168, 8 days be- 
fore the day of the setting up of the idol. I infer then, that 
this 17 November was the day on which the daily sacrifice 
ceased. If the reader will look back to a former paragraph 
(ᾧ 361) he will find there a remarkable economy connecting 
these three terms : 

1. The re-establishment of the daily sacrifice nm. 0, 536. 

2. Its spiritual abolition in the sacrifiee of the death of Christ, as 

foretold in Dan. ix. 27. 
3. Its actual cessation in the days of vengeance. 
The 2nd and 3rd are connected in Daniel's prophecy, and they 
are connected by ἃ remarkable economy with each other and 
with the Ist. But the cessation of the daily sacrifice under 
Antiochus is also, in the prophecy, perspectively blended with 
the succeeding crises, and it is likewise connected with both by 
the following impressive measure of time: 
1, From 17 Nov. 168 to 18 July a.p. 70, the interval is 2367 9384 
= 96,437 days = 252 x 75 (plue 1 day) = 36 x 7. 
2. Consequently from 5 October 536 to 17 Nov. 168 are 56 x 7‘ = 8 x 7 
days: and from 17 Nov. 168 to the Crucifixion, 208 x 7*. 
So that the events predicted by Daniel in reference to the daily 
sacrifice—its restoration by the decree of Cyrus; its profana- 
tion and suspension by the Antichrist of the Second Empire ; 
its spiritual and invisible abolition in the death of Messiah the 
Prince ; its outward and final abrogation in the last days of the 
Levitical Church; all these are bound to each other by an 
economy of times and seasons, as impressive, perhaps, a8 any 
that we have hitherto noticed. 


ᾧ 382, 883.]  RECONDITE MEASURES AND CYCLES. 427 


Hence I have no hesitation in defining, 

1, That the 2300 days begin 17 November 168 3.c., and 
end 5 March 161 8. ο. 

2. That the “time, times, and dividing of a time” are the 
moiety of a term of 7 x 7° days, begimming 8 August 168, and 
ending § March 161 2.¢., so that the first moiety, or 34 x 75, 
ends 22 November pz. oc. 165, ὁ. 6. at the Maccabean restoration. 

§ 383. The time of the vision in which the Prophet received 
this “ Scripture of Truth” is noted with a precision of which 
there is no other instance in the Book of Daniel; his dates on 
other occasions give only the years, but here the very day is 
named: it was m the 8rd year of Cyrus, on the 24th day 
of the first month. I have before noted (p. 197) a symbolical 
sense connected with the time ef Daniel's fastmg: now it 
naturally occurs to ask whether the day, thus conspicuously 
marked, stands related to the economy which has been un- 
folded? The year is Β.ο. 534, the day, 30th April. On this 
day it was that Daniel's inspired gaze looked through the long 
vista of the times of the Second Empire, terminating in the 
great crisis of the Syrian Antichrist, which lay perspectively 
blended both with the Roman crisis, and with the catastrophe 
which is yet to come. And there does seem to be a connexion 
such as we look for. From that day to the 8th August 2. c. 
168 (§ 381) are 366 years, 100 days, or 133,782 days, 
or 390 x 7° (plus 12 days). That is, the mterval exceeds 
the remarkable period, 390 x 7* (Ezekiel iv. 5) by 12 days 
only. But again: from this same day to the 13th Oct. 66, 
the epoch of “ the time, times, and a half” of the Roman judg- 
ment, the interval is 599 years 166 days, or 218,951 days. 
Divide this by the number 1385, the Iast noted in this pro- 
phecy; the quotient is 164 with a surplus of 11 days, ἑ. 6. 
the interval exceeds 164 x 18385 by 11 days only—which sur- 
plus may fairly be regarded as identical with that of 12 days 
in the preeeding period. 

Hence, from 12 May 534 to 8 Aug. 168 are 390 x 7° 
to 5 Mar. 161 997 x 75 } 
and 102 x 1335. 


And, from 5th March 161 3.c., the goal of the 2300 days, 
and of the 7 x 7 days, to the same 13th Oct. a.p. 66, are 
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226 years plus 222 days, or 82,768 days, 4. 6. within two days 
only, 62 periods of 1835 days, for 62 x 1335 = 82,770. So 
that of the 164 x 1335 days, 102 periods end 5th March 
161, and the remaining 62 at 13th Oct. (or 15th Oct.) a. νυ. 66. 
The last of the 102 periods ending 5th March 161, begins 
9th July 165, which is a day not marked in the history, but 
may be the epoch of the Maccabean victories. The last of the 
62 periods may, perhaps, denote the time of Nero's persecu- 
tion of the Christians, which came to an end when Judes was 
in revolt. And it is remarkable how, in the early apocryphal 
literature of the Jewish Christians, this period of 1335 days 
is connected with Nero considered as Antichrist. See the 
Anabaticon Esaie Vatis, ui. 13 ff. and “ Note on the Apoca- 
lypse” at the end of the essay On Prophecy. S. Clement 
of Alexandria finds both periods, that of 2300 and that of 
1335 days, fulfilled in the last times of Jerusalem. His in- 
terpretation, which is a good deal confused, is as follows: 
(κάκξινα τῇ χρονογραφίᾳ προσαποδοτέον, Tas ἡμέρας λέγω 
ἃς αἰνίττεται Δανιὴλ ἀπὸ τῆς ἐρημωσέως ᾿ἱερουσαλὴμ, τὰ 
Οὐεσπασιανοῦ ἔτη C μῆνας (). “To our chronography 
we must add the days which Daniel obscurely signifies, from 
the desolation of Jerusalem, the 7 years 7 months of Ves- 
pasian. The two first, added to the 18 months 8 days of 
Galba, Otho and Vitellius, make the 3 years 6 months, which 
are the half of the week, as spake the prophet Daniel. He speaks 
also of 2300 days, reaching from the time when the abomina- 
tion was set up by Nero in the Holy City (%) to its overthrow: 
for this is the meaning of the passage, How long &e. (Dan. 
viii. 13 ff.) Now 2300 days make 6 years 4 months, one-half 
of which went to Nero's reign and formed half of the week ; 
the other half goes to Otho, Galba, Vitellius and Vespasian. 
Therefore, Daniel says, Blessed is he that cometh to the 1335 
days. or until that number of days the war lasted, but then 
it ceased.” Strom.i.§ 146. It might be a waste of time to 
unravel his meaning : it is sufficient to observe that the passage 
clearly shews how, in very early times, the prophecy relating in 
its immediate sense to the Syrian, was referred to the Roman 
crisis. 

Lastly: this interesting date is almost exactly central be- 
tween the epoch of Samuel and the Prophets and the great 


. 
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Pentecost, For the half of 1124 years 30 days (ᾧ 372), or 
562 years 15 days, measured from 8th April 1096, will end at 
28rd April 534, only 7 days before the date of the vision. 

ᾧ 884. It is, surely, a striking fact, that the very day of 
the prophecy in which the term of 1335 days is revealed, should 
be thus connected with the great crises to which that prophecy 
refers, by an economy based on the term of 1335 days.. But 
scarcely less impressive are the facts about to be shown in 
respect of the other period of 2300 days. The time of this 
prophecy (Dan. viii.) lies in the third year of Belshazzar, 
which according to the canon began between 9th Jan. 553 
and 9th Jan. 552, and therefore may have occupied most part 
of 552. ‘Which, in fact, seems to have been the case: for 
Evil Merodach began to reign about March 561, and from him 
to Belshazzar, Josephus reckons 2 years + 4 years + 9 months 
= 6 years 9 months, extending to sbout Dec. 555, whence the 
third year of thia king began about Dec. 553. Hence there is 
reason to believe, that the date of this prophecy lies between 
Dec. 558 and Dec. 552. Now observe the following facts : 

1. We have found the period of 2300 days ending at 5th 
March 161 8.c. Back from that day to $rd Oct. 552, are 
(390 years 153 days =) 142,600 days = 62 periods of 2300 
days. The day lies in the 3rd of Belshazzar, and ἐγ ἐξ be the 
day of the vision, the economy which connects it with 5th 
March 161 is precisely analogous to that which we noted in 
respect of the other prophecy: there it was 62 x 1835, here 
62 x 2300. 

But 94. The Babylonian siege, the date of which is so so- 
lemnly left on record by Ezekiel, is 8. σ. 590, 25th Dec., or 
possibly a day or two earlier or later. Now, from 25th Dec. 
590 to 3rd Oct. 552, are 38 years minus 88 days = 13,797 
days, which is but 3 days short of the period 6 x 2300 = 13800. 
Hence, from 22nd Dec. 590 to 3rd Oct. 552 are 6 x 2300, 
and thence to 5th March 161, 62 x 2500. 

And 3. Since the cleansing or vindication of the Sanctuary 
lies at the close of the term of 2300 days, Dan. viii. 14., 
it occurs to ask whether Christ’s cleansing of the Temple falls 
within this economy? The day of that act was Tuesday in 
Passion week, = 15th March 29. And from 5th March 161 
to this day are 189 years and ten days over, or 69,042 days. 
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Which period exceeds 30 x 2300 or 69,000, by 42 days, or 6 
weeks. So that from 14th Nov. 552 to 15th March 29 a.n., 
are 92 x 2300 = 4 x 23 x 2300 days: and from 22nd Dee. 
590, 98 x 2300 or 2 x 7 x 7 x 2300, with a break somewhere 
of 42 days (or from 24th Dec. of 40 days). 

But 4. The material Temple was cleansed in the avenging 
flames, 4th Aug, a.v. 70. To that day from 3rd Oct. 552, 
are 621 years, minus 60 days, or 226,760 days. Divide this by 
15: the quotient is 15,117 days and a fraction: the interval 
almost to an hour, between Ohrist's cleansing of the Temple and the 
énstant of its conflagration: for, from the mornmg of 15th 
March 29 to the evening of 4th Ang. 70 a.v., the interval is 
15,117 days and 8 fraction! Or, if this economy strictly 
cohere with that impressive one of 40 x 15,115°154 days, ex- 
tending from the Exode to the end of the Conflagration, 5th 
Aug. a.v. 70 (§ 343), then 15 x 15,115:154 = 226,727°31, 
which, measured from the close of 5th Aug. a.p. 70, reach to 
7th Nov. 8. σ. 552. In both regards, but especially the former, 
it is most remarkable that the two econossies. should thus closely 
coincide. 


CONCLUSION. 


ᾧ 385. Tue facts which have been described are either 
mere chance-work, or the result of a Divine Plan. It seems to 
me that such exact and manifold numerical relations, so often 
and so surprisingly converging at one and the same crisis, so 
significant in their typical and prophetical bearings, cannot be 
merely fortuitous. Should the reader think otherwise, he can 
easily divest them of all the importance here attached to them, 
by taking any other set of dates, suppose Ussher’s or Hales’s, 
and deducing from them a series of facts as exact and manifold 
as these, and as significant in regard of any revealed analogy 
of persons, events, and numbers. Without thus bringing the 
matter to the test of actual experiment, it were rash, perhaps 
irreverent, to dismiss the whole question as idle and “ cabba- 
listic.” To adopt the language of Bishop Butler—“ Men may 
say with regard to such kind of collateral things ... that any odd 
accidental phenomena without meaning, will have a meaning 
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found in them by fanciful people; and that such as are fanciful 
in any one certain way, will make out a thousand coincidences, 
which seem to favour their peculiar follies. Men, I say, may 
talk thus: but no one who is serious will [without enquiry | 
think these things to be nothing, if he considers the importance 
of collateral things and of even lesser circumstances in the evi- 
dence of probability.” In the facts which have been described 
there is nothing more trivial than there is in the way in which 
Scripture deals with relations of number in general, and with the 
arithmetic of time m particular. We know for certain, that many 
great events of the Theocracy befel each in their season, at a con- 
jancture which was predestined and fixed not merely by the evo- 
lution of moral agencies but by astronomical periods : we know, in 
one instance at least, that the numbers seven, seventy, sixty-and-two, 
are chosen measures of that Divine Chronometry : we eannot shut 
our eyes to the fact that the numbers seven, twelve, forty, and 
others, are perpetually recurring in Divine institutions and in 
the revealed history of God’s dealings with Israel’. We cannot 
therefore be surprised, if it appears, on the result of a serious 
and faithful investigation, that the Almighty has left im 
the record of His moral government sundry vestiges of that 
awful Plan—left them, m like abstruse and recondite manner 
as He has imprinted on the visible world the traces of the 
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1 I gladly enrich my pages with the 
following most apposite passage of Mr. 
Williams’s Thoughis on the Study of 
the Holy Gospels, (p. 202): ““ This ana- 
logy of time in things natural is con- 
nected also with what is spiritual and 
divine by Holy Scripture. As for in- 
stance, in the appointment of the sabbath : 
the seventh day, the seventh year, the 
seven times seventh. Nor is tt possible to 
say to what extent this may reach, or 
how far it may regulate the Divine pro- 
ceedings : as was the case in the duration 
of the eaptivity being regulated by sab- 
batical periods of time, “till the land 
had enjoyed her sabbaths.’’...... These 
things would lead one to apprehend 
that. there may be some law of analogy 
throughout the spiritual and material 
world, whereby the development of cer- 


tain events may be according to certain 
intervals of time....... And we may be 
able to ascertain ‘sufficient to intimate 
the existence of a system although per- 
fectly incapable of tracing out that sys- 
tem....” If my space allowed (for I add 
this note as these pages pass through 
the press) I would transcribe what this 
devout and eloquent writer has written 
in p. 207, on particular numbers, ending 
with the remark: “These three num- 
bers, seven, forty and twelve, may serve 
as some slight indications of a hidden 
analogy of numbers by which successive 
periods of time may be regulated.’? That 
which in these thoughtful words is thrown 
out as hint and surmise is, in kind, pre- 
cisely what I have undertaken to prove 
as matter of fact. 
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Arithmetic whereby He wrought in the beginning, when “ He 
made the weight for the winds, and weighed the waters by 
measure, when He assigned to sun, moon, and stars, their 
places, courses, and times, and impressed on every atom of 
matter its indefectible law of definite numerical proportions. 
Until, then, it shall be proved that the relations which have 
been described are merely accidental, I maintain on the one 
hand, that the existence of these sundry lines of design com- 
pletes the proof of our historical deduction: viz. that Abraham 
received the Promise, Israel came out of Egypt, Christ was 
born and suffered, &c., in the years and on the days which 
have been mentioned. I maintain on the other hand, that the 
fact of the times ‘of these great events being related among 
themselves and with other known great conjunctures in the 
ways which have been described, is a fact of Divine Providence, 
a fresh and unexpected manifestation of the Divine reality of 
the Sacred History. And this is not to argue in a vicieus 
circle, from the reality of the dates to the reality of the eco- 
nomies, and yet, again, from the latter to the former. The 
dates were shown to be in a high degree probable before the 
economies were even discovered: the economies raise that pro- 
bability to moral certainty. Take a parallel case. . Certain 
portions of a temple, the work of a thoughtful architect, are 
inaccessible to direct measurement, so that some of the dimen- 
sions are known but approximately, and consequently are dis- 
puted, especially as the records left by the architect himself 
are in some points not precise, in others somewhat ambiguous. 
There is one estimate, however, which on the whole is better 
attested than any other. On submitting its dimensions to 
calculation, it appears that they are related by sundry signi- 
ficant numerical proportions, of a kind respecting which the. 
artist was known to have dropt several hints. It would be no 
vicious circle of reasoning to infer on the one hand, that the 
numerical relation put an end to the uncertainty about the 
dimensions; on the other, that the relation of the dimensions 
was conceived by the mind of the Master as part of his design. 
And this latter inference is, as was stated in the Introduction, 
the principal object with a view to which this enquiry was insti- 
tuted. It was not for the determination of the merely histo- 
rical chronology of the Scriptures, (important though that object 
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be), that I set out in this undertaking: but because I saw 
reason to surmise that there was a higher interest involved in 
this matter; that the chronology of the Scriptures, as a whole, 
tended to the same sacred uses as does that one revealed portion 
of it which is contained in Daniel’s prophecy. I have put the 
reader in possession not only of the results but of the whole 
process. Let him weigh well the evidence, and judge of its 
completeness. If I have rightly constructed the system of 
Scripture Chronology, and if the numerical parallelisms and 
cycles and measures be such as cannot be deemed fortuitous 
and unmeaning, it will follow that their meaning is one of 
an awful interest. For not only do these things constitute a 
fresh argument for the literal verity and objective reality of 
that History which our modern sceptics and pantheists would 
evaporate into national legend, mythus, and symbol: they also 
minister edification in the faith and fear of God: they help 


to realize the belief of His all-guiding Providence: they illus- 


trate His truth: they bring Him nearer to us in His mar- 
vellous works. ‘Lo, these are parts of His ways, but how 
little a portion is heard of Him! but the thunder of His 
power who can understand ἢ 


The reader may now be requested to consider tha following 
passages in connexion with the preceding facts: ¢. 6. bringing 
with him the matter of fact that the Times and Seasons were 
measured and defined by a numerical procedure of astronomical 
time. 

Acts i. 7. Ovx ὑμῶν ἐστι γνῶναι χρόνους ἢ καιροὺς οὗς 
ὁ Πατὴρ ἔθετο ἐν τῇ ἰδίᾳ ἐξουσίᾳ. 

Acts xvii. 96. θεὸς ἐποίησεν ἐξ ἐ ἐνὸς αἵματος πᾶν ἔθνος 
ἀνθρώπων, κατοικεῖν ἐπὶ πᾶν τὸ πρόσωπον τῆς Ὑὅ5;, opicas 
προτεταγμένους καιροὺς καὶ τὰς ὁροθεσίας τῆς κατοικίας 
αὐτῶν, ζητεῖν τὸν Κύριον.. . Τούς μὲν οὖν χρόνους τῆς ary- 
νοίας ὑπεριδὼν. ὁ Θεὸς τὰ νῦν παραγγέλλει τοῖς ἀνθρώποις 
πᾶσι πανταχοῦ μετανοεῖν, διότι ἔ ἐστησεν ἡμέραν ἐν 1) μέλλει 
κρίνειν τὴν οἰκουμόνην. 

(Eph. iii. 9, motto to Part II.) 
28 ᾿ 
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1 Cor. x. 11. Ταῦτα πάντα τύποι συνέβαινον ἐκείνοις, 
ἐγράφη δὲ πρὸς νουθεσίαν ἡμῶν, ais os τὰ τέλη τῶν αἰώνων 
κατήντησεν. 

Heb. ix. 26. Nov δὲ ἅπαξ ἐπὶ συντελείᾳ τῶν αἰώνων 

-» πεφανέρωται. 

Gal. iv. 4. Ὅτε δὲ ἦλθε τὸ πλήρωμα τοῦ χρόνου, 
ἐξαπέστειλεν ὁ ὁ Θεὸς τὸν υἱὸν αὐτοῦ. Eph. i. 9. εἰς οἰκονο- 
μίαν τοῦ πληρώματος τῶν καιρῶν. 

Mark i. 15. Πεπλήρωται. ὁ καιρός. Luke ix. 51. ἐγενετο 
δὲ ἐν τῷ συμπληροῦσθαι τὰς ἡμέρας τῆς ἀναληψέως αὐτοῦ. 
John ii. 4. οὕπω ἥκει ἡ ὥρα μου. Vii. 6---8. ὁ καιρὸς ὁ ἐμὸς 
οὕπω πάρεστιν. .. οὕπω “πεπλήρωται. ΧΙ. 1. εἰδὼς ὁ Ἰησοῦς 
ὅτι ἐλήλυθεν αὐτοῦ ἡ ὥρα. xvii. 1. Πάτερ, ἐλήλυθεν ἡ ὥρα. 
Matt. xxvi. 18. ‘O καιρός μου ἐγγύς ἐστιν. Rom. v. 6, ἔτι 
γὰρ Χριστὸς ὄντων ἡμῶν ἀσθενῶν κατὰ καιρόν ὑπὲρ ἀσεβῶν 
ἀπέθανε. 

Rom. xvi. 25. τὸ κήρυγμα "I. Χ. κατὰ ἀποκάλυψιν μυστη- 
ptov χρόνοις αἰωνίοις σεσεγημένου φανερωθέντος δὲ νῦν. 

Heb. 1. 1. Πολυμερῶς καὶ πολυτρόπως πάλαι ὁ Θεὸς 
λαλήσας τοῖς πατράσιν ἐν τοῖς προφήταις er ἐσχάτων τῶν 
ἡμερῶν τούτων ἐλάλησεν ἡμῖν ev υἱῷ (“at the close of these 
days,” or, “as these days, this dispensation, came to a close”). 
1 Pet. i. 20. φανερωθέντος ew ἐσχάτων τῶν χρόνων (= ἐπὶ 
συντελείᾳ τῶν αἰώνων : not, in the last times, but “in the end 
of the times.”) 

1 Tim. vi. 15. “Christ will be manifested καιροῖς ἰδίοις. 
Comp. 2. ii. 6, “* Antichrist will be revealed ἐν τῷ ἑαυτοῦ xaipy.” 
Luke xxi. 24, Jerusalem shall be trodden by the Gentiles, ἄχρι 
πληρωθῶσι καιροὶ ἐθνῶν. Rey. ix. 15, The four angels = the 
hosts of the Gentiles (comp. x. 2.) were prepared, eis τὴν ὥραν 
καὶ ἡμέραν καὶ μῆνα καὶ ‘mavrov (“for that hour and day and 
month and year.”) Matt. xxiv. 22, εἰ μὴ ἐκολοβώθησαν αἱ 
ἡμέραι ἐκεῖναι οὐκ ἂν ἐσώθη πᾶσα σάρξ᾽ διὰ δὲ τοὺς ἐκλεκ- 
τοὺς κολοβωθήσονται αἱ ἡμέραι ἐκεῖναι. 

The Old Testament affords numerous instances of a set time 
or term of years allotted to nations and individuals. “The 
Lord said, My Spirit shall not always strive with man, for that 
he algo is flesh: yet his days shall be 120 years.” Gen. vi. 3, 
comp. 1 Pet. iii. 20. ‘They shall afflict them 400 years.” 
Gen, xv. 13. ‘After the number of days in which ye searched 
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the land, even 40 days, each day for a year shall ye bear your 
iniquities, even 40 years.” Numb. xiv. 34. “« Within 65 
years shall Ephraim be broken in pieces.” Isai. vii. 8. “In 
three years as the years of an hireling shall the glory of Moab be 
put to confusion.” Isai. xvi. 14. ‘In that day shall Tyre lie 
forgotten seventy years, according to the time of one king.” [88]. 
xxiii. 15 ff. “The years of their iniquity according to the 
number of the days, 390 days of the house of Israel, and 40 
days of the house of Judah.” Ezek. iv. 5. “These nations 
shall serve the king of. Babylon seventy years.” Jer. xxv. 11. 
Seventy sevens are ordained upon thy people, &c.” Dan. ix. 24. 
Observe also in Daniel, besides the explicit periods, 2300, 1290, 
1335 days, ““ ἃ time, times, and a half,” the numerous expres- 
sions, ‘at the time of the end,” vit. 17; ““ in the end of the 
years,” xi.6; “the end is yet deferred until the time appointed,” 
xi. 27. 

The day of vengeance was decreed by Me, 

The year of my deliverance was come. Isai. lxiii. 4. 

Woe, Ariel, Ariel! to the city where David dwelt! 

Add ye year to year: let the festivals come round: 

Then will I oppress Ariel. Isai. xxix. 1. 


Write the vision, and grave it on the tables, 
That he may run who reads therein, 
For the vision is yet for the (appointed) time. Hab. ii. 3. 


His days are determined, the number of his months is with Thee: 
Thou hast appointed his bounds that he cannot pass. Job xiv. 5. 


28—2 
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SUPPLEMENT. 


TIMES OF THE KINGDOM OF ISRAEL. — 


In this part of my enquiry, I attempt to determine economies con- 
nected with events of which the precise date is not known: f.e. the year 
is given, perhaps the time of year, but not the day. In the first place, 
I assume the day, on the ground of some one or more remarkable econo- 
mies similar to those which have been described; then I trace other and 
independent economies bearing on the same day. This kind of inves- 
tigation might be prosecuted to an indefinite extent through the whole of 
scripture: it is here limited to one part of the Old Testament, the His- 
tory of the Ten Tribes. 


§ 386. The prophecy with which Moses closed his ministry, Deut. 
XXVliI—xxXii., was addressed to all Israel, and was therefore to be fulfilled 
in each of the kingdoms into which the nation was divided. What Moses 
foretold conditionally, the Prophets, beginning with Jonah, denounced 
absolutely. The destinies of both kingdoms are, therefore, spiritually con- 
nected as realizations of one same vision, fulfilments of the same Word 
of the Lord; and hence it is that the predictions of Hosea, Amos, Isaiah, 
Micah, relating to the kingdom of Jeroboam, have an ulterior reference 
to the kingdom of the house of David: the catastrophe of the one is the 
pledge and pattern of the other, though separated by an interval of eight 
hundred years. Thus Isaiah’s parable of the vineyard, which our Saviour 
applies to the day of Jerusalem's judgment, is expressly referred to both : 


The vineyard of the Lorp of Hosts is the House of Israel, 
And the men of Judah are the planting of His delight. 

He waited for good deeds, and behold deeds of blood, 

For blessing, but behold oppressing. 

Come now, and I will tell you what I will do to My vineyard : 
I will take away its hedge, &c. 


In like manner, Amos, while he seems to speak of the judgment upon 
Samaria, significantly points his oracles against Jerusalem. Indeed it is 
essential to a right understanding of the earlier Prophets, to trace this 
joint reference to the destinies of both kingdoms. So again, the Prophets 
who lived after the extinction of the Ten Tribes, speak of Samaria as the 
type of Jerusalem: the cup which she has drained is to be handed to her 
sister, Ezek. xvi. 51. xxiii. 32. 
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In this way of considering the matter, we get a hint of the significance 
of that remarkable prophecy of Isaiah concerning the birth of Immanuel.: 
It was delivered towards the close. of the times of Israel. The Prophet 
speaks of Immanuel as then born, or about-to be born: within a few 
years, while yet the child is an infant, the spoil of Israel and the spoil 
of Syria shall be carried into Assyria. -If this prophecy relates solely to 
the actual nativity of Messiah (seven hundred years later), this .circum- 
stance is inexplicable. For how was this birth “a sign” to Ahaz? But, 
if it be as we have said, that the destinies of the .Ten Tribes symbolize 
the destinies of Judah, it is natural to suppose that some token in those 
times would symbolize Messiah’s advent. Jewish expositors have appre- 
hended this idea, which they have embodied in an interpretation worthy, 
no doubt, 'to be called “monstrous.” (Pearson, On the Creed, p. 302). “No 
Messiah,” say they, “cometh for Israel, seeing they have already.enjoyed 
their Mcssiah,-meaning Hezekiah, who was born as Isaiah foretold, “Be- 
hold, the virgin conceiveth,” &c. Now, there is in this a measure of truth. 
Hezekiah, doubtless, did typify Messiah, and in respect of Israel; espe-- 
cially, inasmuch as by him was.issued the last solemn invitation to the 
Ten Tribes to return to the Lord and to the ordinances of His House at: 
Jerusalem. But Hezekiah (unless there be an error in the text which: speci- 
fies his age) could not be the child of whom Isaiah spake, for he was 
then full ten years old. Yet some child was bor, for its birth was 
announced as 8 sign of an event to follow within a few years. And 
the prophecy itself seems to intimate who that child was. It was the 
Prophet's son, to whom, in the presence of two “faithful witnesses,”. he 
gave that ominous name, “ Haste to the spoil, Rush to the prey.” viii. 1. 
For so he says, v. 17. “ Lo, I and the children whom the Lord hath given 
me, are tokens and types in Israel, from the Lord of Hosts which dwelleth 
upon Mount Zion.” His children are, Shear Jashub, (“the remnant shall 
be converted,”) typifying the effects of Messiah’s advent to the elect rem- 
nant, and Maher-shalal-hash-baz, who symbolizes the consequences of that 
advent to the reprobate. This latter is, to Israel immediately, to Judah 
ultimately, i.e. to the impenitent in both gencrations, “a sign of the Son 
of Man.” In other words, the consequences to Judah and Jerusalem of 
Messiah’s advent are shadowed by the consequences which ensued to 
Israel and Samaria upon the typical or symbolical advent betokened by 
the birth of the Prophet’s child. And if it shall appear that the pro- 
hable time of Isaiah’s prophecy—the time, namely, when Pekah of Israel, 
and Rezin of Syria were confederate against Jerusalem—is connccted by a 
significant numerical relation with the time of Messiah’s advent in the 
flesh, this view will be greatly illustrated and confirmed. We shall sce 
presently how far this can be made good. First, however, we will en- 
deavour to ascertain what law, if any, regulates the times of the kingdom 
of Israel. 

§ 387. It will be remembercd that Ezekiel, iv. 5, 6, has described the 
times of the provocation of Israel as reaching through a period of 290 years. 
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That period unquestionably ends with the catastrophe of the Babylonian 
siege of Jerusalem, Β. c. 588: accordingly, we were led to define the year 
978 as the epoch from which the years of the kings of Israel bear date. 
But Isaiah, in the prophecy to which we have referred, vii. 8, speaks of 
a term of 65 years, at the end of which Israel should be no more a nation. 
Now, in the first place, it is to be remarked, that 390 is 6 times 65, and 
that the first half of the 390 years ends and the second begins in the 
year s.c, 783. On turning to the history, we find that this was the 
year of the death of Jeroboam the Second, and, consequently, the last 
year of Israel’s prosperity as a nation, which had enjoyed under this king 
ἃ second spring and revival: for by him were the coasts of the kingdom 
restored to the full extent of the Abrahamic covenant, in fulfilment of the 
word of the Lord by the first of the Prophets, Jonah the son of Amittai 
Towards the close of his reign, Hoses and Amos began to denounce 
impending judgment and reprobation: and at his death commenced that 
train of calamities, within and from without, which rapidly conducted the 
nation to its overthrow. We may therefore consider this year as the 
beginning of the last times of Israel. And if it be the epoch of the 65 
years of which Isaiah spake, considered as then running their course and 
more than half past, the term ends at 718 5. ο., about 3 years after the 
destruction of Samaria and death of the last king of Israel, a time there- 
fore at which Israel had, as it was foretold, ceased to be a nation. Thus, 
the whole term of Isracl’s separate existence as a nation, will be 260 or 
465 years. So that this period of 65 years seems to be an economical 
measure of time. And this seems the more likely for the following reason: 
——From the Babylonian to the Roman catastrophe are 588+ 69=657 years 
=10x 65 plus 7 years, and thence a final term of exactly 65 years (a. p. 
70—135) brings to that consummation of the Abrahamic ais», the expa- 
triation of Abraham’s seed from the promised land, § 331. Now, from 
the year in which Abraham first set foot in the land of Canaan (2018 B.c.) 
to that catastrophe are 33x65 plus 7 years. So that from the beginning 
of Abraham’s sojourn to the year 718 3.c. are 20x 65, and from s year 
seven years later, to the destruction of the Temple—are 12x65 years. Or, 
from 2018 to the schism 978 B.0., are 1040 = 16x 65 years, and thence to 
A.D. 63 precisely the same term’. It seems then, that the term 65 years 
noted in Ieaiah’s prophecy is a measure both of Ezekiel’s period of 390 
years and of the entire Abrahamic dispensation. 

If it be asked, what means this intercalation (80 to speak) of a term 
of seven years between the year 718 the end of the 20x65 and 711 the 
epoch of the 12x 65, the answer may be, that with the latter begins the 
respite of the house of David and kingdom of Judah. These seven years 
measure the time of awful suspense during which the existence of Judah 


* It may be worth while to remark, { or 379,851°9364, which is short of 12863 
that of all luni-solar cycles, the most | mean lunations, or 379,851-962641¢, by 
exact is a period of 1040 tropical years, | no more than 0-0266414 or 385 228, 
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as a nation, to man’s eye, hung in the balance. One half of the nation 
is cut off at a stroke, and shall the other be preserved? “The Lord of 
Hosts causeth the mighty and strong waters of the river to come up 
against them, the king of Assyria and all his glory: it mounteth over all 
its beds, it goeth over all its banks. Jt presseth even into Judah, it flood- 
eth and overfloweth, even unto the neck doth it reach, and his wings fill 
thy whole broad land, O Immanuel!” {Isaiah viii. 7—0. It was also 
revealed, that though Immanuel’s birth was the sign of desolation to Judah’s 
enemies, Zerael and Syria, (“before the boy learn to refuse the evil and 
to choose the good, the land shall be desolate, at whose two kings thou 
art dismayed,”) “ Yet the Lord bringeth upon thee (Ahaz) and upon thy 
people and upon thy father’s house, days such as have not been since 
Ephraim fell away from Judah, the .king of Assyria.” vii. 16,17. Now 
the judgment was executed upon Samaria to the uttermost: it remained to 
be seen whether Judah would be overwhelmed in the same flood. It 
was not to be. The time of Jerusalem was not full come. Her elect 
were reserved for Immanuel ; the antecedent judgments were to be wielded 
by another power than that of Nineveh and Assyria. The great Image 
of Four Metals was yet to be set up: Nineveh was prepared for the 
destruction of Ephraim, but. for Judah’s chastisement only, and as a sign 
of Babylon which was to come. Therefore it was said, in immediate 
reference to this chastisement, “Fear nothing, my people which dwelleth 
in Sion, from Assyria. With the rod he smote thee, and lifted up his 
staff against thee as in Egypt. But yet a little while, and the chastise- 
ment is past, my wrath shall consume those. Then the Lord of Hosts 
swingeth the scourge as he smote Midian at the rock of Oreb....He cometh 
to Aiath, he passeth through Migron, &c....Yet one day’s rest this day 
in Nob, then lifteth he his hand against the mount of the daughter of 
Zion, the hill of Jerusalem. But lo! the Lorp of Hosts strippeth the 
branches with might of dismay, they that are lofty of stature are hewn 
down, the haughty ones are laid prostrate. He heweth with the iron the 
thick of the forest, Lebanon is laid prostrate with mighty hand. Then 
sprouteth a rod from the stem of Jesse, a sapling of his roots breaketh 
forth.” x. 24—xi. 1. This was foretold before the time even of Ephraim’ 
visitation was come (for it is part of the prophecy of Immanuel deli- 
vered in the reign of Ahaz), and the historical chapters of Isaiah, xxxvi. 
xxxvii, shew how it was fulfilled in the miraculous destruction of Senna- 
cherib’ss hosts, when all seemed past help or hope. ‘Now, it is not with- 
out ἃ meaning that those chapters are included in the volume of Isaiali. 
They form the significant close of the entire first part, or roll, of the 
prophecy. For the book of Isaiah consists of two distinct series of visions: 
the first, extending from the beginning of his ministry of denunciation 
against Jerusalem and Samaria, to the crisis when the judgment upon the 
latter was consummated, and the purposes of God concerning the former, 
and in respect of Assyria, were made manifest. This whole serics, in its 
primary sense, relates to the Assyrian judgment ; it comes to a close with 
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the history of the manner in which that tempest rolled away when it 
seemed ready to burst upon Jerusalem. The latter series, from chap. xi. 
to the end, relates to the futurity of Jerusalem’s destinies, in respect of 
Basyvon and the other powers by which judgment was to be executed 
upon Judah. Now between these two series, and at the close of the former, 
stands a history which, in its symbolical sense, denotes the respite and 
revival granted to Jerusalem, and withal casts a glance into her future des- 
tiny in respect of Babylon. ‘In those days,” namely in the 14th year of 
Hezekiah, when Sennacherib was come up against Jerusalem, (for it was 
fifteen years before the close of Hezekiah’s life, who reigned 29 years 
in all,) “was Hezekiah sick unto death.” Then came the Prophet, and 
promised him life, even 15 years. And as a sign, the shadow of the 
degrees went back ten degrees in {86 sun-dial of Ahaz, hy which degrees 
it was gone down. Further, at this time the king of Babylon sends to 
congratulate Hezekiah upon his recovery ; to whom, when he had displayed 
to the messengers the treasures of his kingdom, Isaiah says, “ Hear the 
word of the Lord of Hosts: Behold, the days will come when all that 
is in thine house shall be taken away, and all that thy fathers have 
gathered, to Baspyton. And of thy sons which thou begettest shall they 
take, and make them servants in the palace of the king of Babylon.” 
The symbolical meaning of this incident is obvious: the respite to Heze- 
kiah denotes the respite granted to his house and kingdom until the time 
of Babylon, and of those other powers of which Babylon was the head. 
Jerusalem is sick unto death, in the middle of her days, but she shall be 
spared. The shadow of her degrees is gone down toward the line of 
judgment in the sun-dial of Ahaz: his sins have brought judgment near: 
but the shadow shall go back. His fifteen years of sinning and provoca- 
tion shall be, as it were, obliterated. 

Now the respite to the nation was fully established, its former pros-~ 
perity revived, in the year 7]18.c. For this was the sign: “Ye shall 
eat this year (713) that which groweth of itself, and the next year (712) 
that which springeth of the same. And the third year (711) ye shall 
sow and reap, and plant vineyards, and eat the fruit thereof.” xxxvii. 30. 
And from this year, as we saw, to a. ἢ. 70 are 780 =2 x 390= 12 * 65 years. 
Moreover, seven periods of fifteen years (105 years) reach to 606 B.c., the 
year of the Babylonian judgment, and fifty-two such periods to a.p. 70. 

§ 388. The prophecy concerning Immanuel was delivered in the begin- 
ning of the reign of Ahaz, Β. c. 741, and probably in the spring of the year, 
for that was the time usually chosen for hostile invasion, “the time when 
kings go forth to battle.” Let us see whether the time thus marked is 
connected by any conspicuous economy with the time of the birth of 
Christ. 

Now of the diurnal economies belonging to the Nativity none is more 
remarkable than that which is measured by the period 62 weeks or 434 
days. We have seen how this appears in the history itself, Luke i. ii.; . 
how it enters into the period of Daniels prophecy, how it reaches back 
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to the delivery of the Law, and to the date of the promise to Abraham, 
§ 364, 5. Now, from the 9th July 588 (the epoch of 490x434 days, 
ending at the vision of Zacharias, Luke i.) back to 28 March 741, are 129 
x 434, That is to say, from 28 March 74] to the Nativity are 129+ 491 
= 620 periods of 434 years, or ten times the period of 62 x 434, which reaches 
From the Nativity to the end of the cycle. 

Let us assume for a moment that this is the day of Isaiah's prophecy ; 
and observe whether any other economical characters converge at this 
same point of time. 

First, then: if Ezekiel’s 390 years end at 8 August s.c. 588, they 
begin about the same time of B.c. 978. Now from 4 August 978 to 28 
March 741 are 236 years 287 days = 252 x 7°=386x 7‘. But this very 
day, 4 August 978, is itself connected with that important train of econo- 
mies ᾧ 372 beginning at the day of Mizpeh: for, from 8 April 1096 to 4 
August 978 are 118 years 118 days = 43218 = 126 x 73 = 18 x 7‘, or just half 
the period of 36x 7‘ reaching from 4 August 978 to 28 March 741. 

Again: Hezekiah’s passover, the last opportunity of repentance afforded 
to Israel, was celebrated in the second month of B.c. 725. § 230. Now, 
from 28 March 741 to 3 May 725, which is the 14th or 15th of the 2nd 
month, are precisely 12 x 490 days. 

Josiah’s passover was celebrated 14 April 623: now to 18 April of that 
year are 43,120 days, which make precisely 88x 490. And it should be 
noted that Josiah passover is prophetically connected with the schism of 
Jeroboam, 1 Kings xiii. 2, and its time economically connected with Ezekiel’s 
period. For 18 April 623 lies precisely 390 years after the day of the 
foundation of Solomon’s Temple, 20 April 1013, as this also lies 1040 =16 
x 65 years before Christ's first cleansing of the Temple. 

Lastly: all these are connected by the same measure, of 70x 7, with 
the day on which sacrifice ceased for ever. For, from 28 March 741 to 
13 July a.p. 70 are 295,959 days, wanting but one day of the period 
604x490. That day is the goal of a period of 36x7* ὁ 382: so is 28 
March 741. It follows also that this same goal lies 2 x 390x490 days 
from a day later by 196 (or 4x 49) than 4 August 978; for 252 x 7°+604 
x 490 = (1764 + 6040) x 49 = 7804 x 490. In other words, the entire period 
from our economical epoch of the schism to the final abolition of the 
daily sacrifice, is twice 390 times 490 plus half of 390. 

To complete this series, it may be observed that, from the day of the 
passage through Jordan, 14 April 1546 to 28 March 741 are 805 years 
minus 17 days=294,010 days, which exceed by 10 the remarkable period 
600 x 490. Therefore, from 24 April, which may have been the first day 
of the siege of Jericho, to our date is just the period in question, and con- 
sequently to 13 July a. Ὁ. 70 are 1204 x 490=172 x 7 x 490 and 1720 x 7? or 
4x 430x343. Hence the central day of the economy noted ᾧ 374, lies 
2x 490 days after 28 March 741, or at 3 December 8. c. 739, which I take 
_ to be the time of the crisis noted in Isaiah vii. 16 (“the land shall be 
desolate, of whose two kings thou art afraid”). 
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Hence, 3 December 739 precedes Josiah’s passover by 86 x 490, or that 
passover lies exactly at the close of one seventh of the second moiety of 
the period 2x 7 x 86 x 490 or 4 x 430 x 73. 

§ 389. And as this 28th March 741 is connected with the Nativity 
and 11 August a.p. 70 and that whole train of periods by the measure 
434, and with Hezekiah’s and Josiah’s passover and 13 July a. p. 70 by 
the measure 490, and lastly with the day of Mizpeh and epoch of the schism 
by the measure 7’ and 7‘, it is consequently connected with the great 
events lying in that track, viz.: 

With the epoch of Zechariah, 238 x 7?= 34 x 7*. 
With the Christian Pentecost, 819 x 7*= 117 x 7‘. 
And with the day of the Capture of Jerusalem, 868 x 7°. 


To this series may probably belong also these events following, each 
of which is a crisis of deliverance like the day of Mizpeh. 

First: Asa's great victory over Zerah the Ethiopian, 2 Chron. xiv. 9. 
occurred in one of the two first months of 944 B.c. (p. 234.) Now from 
4 August 978 to the same day of 944 are 34 years = 12419 days =36x 7* 
plus 71 days, wherefore, to 25 May 944 are just 36x 7°, ἐ. 6. one seventh of 
the period beginning 4 August 978, and ending 28 March 741. 

Secondly: Jehoshaphat’s great victory over the confederate armies of 
Moab and Ammon befel in the year 898 3.c., and probably in the spring, 
(p. 235.) From 4 August 978 to the same day of 898 are 80 years = 292,200 
= 85x73 plus 65; therefore to 31 May are just 85 x 7°, consequently, just 
49x 7? or 1x 7° after Asa victory. (Ahab was slain at Ramoth-gilead in 
the preceding year; now 22 June 899 is just 84x 7°=12x7* from the 
epoch of the schism, é.¢. one third of the period ending 28 March.) 

Thirdly : Jerusalem’s miraculous deliverance from the hand of Senna- 
cherib, occurred in the earlier part of 713 8.c. Now, 365 years = 96,792 
= 282 x 7? plus 66 days: hence, from 4 August 978 to 30 May 713 is just 
that‘period, the day therefore is 30x 75 from 28 March 741, é. ὁ. 21 x 490, 
and therefore lies also in the former series of the measure 490. (§ 388.) 

But, lastly ; there remains yet another crisis of an opposite kind, which 
seems to belong to the same series. The day of Josiah’s death is not 
known, but it certainly befel in the latter part of 610 s.c. 1¢ is an event 
of great prophetical significance: “the mourning of Hadadrimmon in the 
valley of Megiddo” is the pattern of that great lamentation which was 
to be when “the house of David and inhabitants of Jerusalem” should 
“look on Him whom they pierced.” Zech. xii. 9—11. Now this prophecy 
relates as well to the remorse and wailings of the reprobate, Rev. i. 7, as 
to the penitential sorrow of the elect: in both respects it has had its 
inchoate fulfilment, viz. on the day of Pentecost, when three thousand 
souls were “cut to the heart” because of their Messiah's sufferings, and 
in the days of vengeance, when Jerusalem was delivered into the hands 
of the Gentiles. We have traced the economy by which these two days 
are connected with the epoch of Samuel and with the epoch of Zechariah : 
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let us now observe the economical character of the time of Josiah's death. 
And first, it is interesting that this mournful event occurred, like its 
great antitype, in the middle of the last week of a cycle of seventy, viz. 
of the seventy beginning at the day of Mizpeh. Suppose then that the 
day of Josiah’s death lies in September or October 610: from 28 March 741 
to the 17th September 610 are 48,020 days=140x 7° or 20x 74 or 98 x 490. 
Hence this day lies 74 x 7‘ after the day of Mizpeh, 97 x 7‘ before the day 
of Pentecost, and 723 x 7* before 1 September a.p. 70. It lies also in the 
track of the economy proceeding by periods of 70x 7 and ending at 18 July 
4.}. 70, which it precedes by 506 x 490 days. 

§ 300. Lastly: the reality of the economies which have been de- 
scribed is farther attested by the following very remarkable coincidence. 
In the prophecy which we are considering, the deliverance promised to 
Judah is compared with that great deliverance in the day of Midian. 
The time of that crisis is the year 1273 n.c. And from that year to 783, 
which we have regarded as the epoch of the Assyrian judgment, the 
interval is precisely 490. years, and from 783 to the year of deliverance 
from Sennacherib, just seventy years. Here then we have this remarkable 
parallelism : 


1273 783 713 Rc. 


On the first line lies the deliverance from Midian, from the Philistines, 
from Babylon: on the second, the epoch of the Assyrian, the Babylonian, 
and the Roman times, § 374: on the third, the deliverance from Assyria 
and Babylon, and the ᾿Αρχηὴ Evayyediov in the preaching of John the 
Baptist: three great acts of the Divine mercy which, it may be, lay blended 
together in one in the perspective of Isaiah's vision. Now, the day of 
B.c. 46 is 9 April, (§ 374), and 620 x 434 or 737 years minus 109 days from 
thence reach up to 27 July 783, which agrees with the cardinal days of 
the 6 x 65 years, p. 441. Hence the cardinal day of 1273 should be 620 x 434 
before 13 April 536, ¢¢, 31 July: and this day, or one very near it, lies 
in the track of the economy described in § 388: for, from 24 April 1546 to 
1 august 1273 are 273 years 99 days = 99,813 = 291 x 7°, consequently to 
13 July a. ἢ. 70 are (1720-291) x 73= 1429 x 7", and to the Passion 
(1429-44) x 7*= 1385x 7%, and to 4 October 536, (1385 — 600) =785 x 7°, § 361. 
Also, since 1429 x 7* = 10003 x 49 = 1000°3 x 490, a period of 1000 x 490 
beginning at this day ends 147 days before 13 July, =16 February a. n. 70. 
And now, observe how singularly this economy attests the character 
which I have assigned to the 28th of March 741, i. e. as being the day of a 
figurative Nativity of Immanuel. The actual Nativity lies 15,219 days 
after the exact close of 490 years reckoned from 13 April 586 5.c. And 


444, ECONOMY OF TIMES AND SEASONS. [ suppL. 


marvellous it is that 28 March 741 lies precisely this number of days! after 
the close of 490 years (27 July 783) reckoned from that “day of Midian”. 
which in this very prophecy is made the type of the deliverance which it 
foretels. 

But it has been previously suggested, § 375, that the two lines of fulfil- 
ment of Daniels prophecy, or 536 —46—6 B. c., and 459 — 29 — 70 a. ». 
are parallel, in respect, namely, of the mystical N ativity at the one, and the 
actual Nativity at the other goal, the only difference being the suppression, 
so to speak, of 3} years in the latter. Now in Isaiah’s prophecy, the actual 
and the mystical Nativity seem to lie blended together, as the First with the 
Second Advent. In particular, the impending siege of Jerusalem, the time 
of distress and desolation, the “two faithful witnesses,” are common terms 
to it and the Apocalypse, xi. xii. (relating to the Second Advent, and conse- 
quently to the mystical advent of which we speak). Hence, in addition 
to the parallelism exhibited in the preceding figure, the import of which has 
been sufficiently explained, we have this further analogy : 


1273 490 years 783 741 676 B.C. 
15,2194. 


70 135/ B.C. 


459 (490 —3}) 29 
ι---------------------- 


In which scheme, the day of the figurative Nativity in 741 is analogous 
to the day of the mystical Nativity in a.p. 70. Each is followed by a term 
of 65 years; at the end of which Judah “ceased to be a nation,” a. "ἡ. 135, 
$331, 341, as Israel did before at the end of the like period measured from the 
time of Isaiah’s prophesying, vii. 8. It is true, we have before supposed that 
period to bear date from 783 Β. ο., and to end 718 8. ο., when Shalmaneser 
carried away the bulk of the nation after the overthrow of its kingdom. 
But this does not forbid our supposing a second fulfilment, as in the case of the 
two fulfilments of Jeremiah’s prophecy of the seventy vears ; and this second 
fulfilment would reach its goal at the time (676 B.c.) when Esar-haddon 
did truly cause Israel to cease from being a nation, by carrying away the 
last scanty relics of its population, and peopling their territory with a heathen 
colony. And this view of the bearings of the 65 years is confirmed like the 
other, by observing that from 1586 to 741 are 13 x 65 ycars, and to 676 B.c., 
14such periods. In ¢his parallelism, then, the cardinal day of 783 Β. c. is ana- 
logous with 29 March a.p. 29. For the spiritual or prophetical import of the 
analogy we must go to the prophecies of Hosea and Amos. In the one, we 
find Gomer (i.e. first Israel, then Judah) having filled up the measure of her 
iniquities, redeemed at the price of “thirty pieces of silver,” yet visited with 
this penalty that she is to sit as a widow many days, “without a king and 
without a prince, without a sacrifice, and without an image, without an 


1 For 620 x 434 is the measure of both periods, 27 July 783—9 April 48, and 28 
March 741 to 8 Dec. ὃ B. c. 
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ephod, and without teraphim,” iii. 4. In the other, Amos, the “tiller of 
the sycomore-fruit,” rejected by Jeroboam and his priest, denounces judg- 
ment on church and nation: vii..10. Both, of course, are significant types 
of Christ's dealings with Jerusalem. On the next line, the cardinal day 
of 741 is parallel with 17 Nov. a. p. 70. The birth of the child, Maher-shalal- 
hash-baz prefigures the judgment in which the Roman armies “rushed to 
the spoil, flew to the prey.” [From 1 Aug. 1273, the epoch of the economy, 
to 12 Nov. 135, the end (within 5 days) of the 65 years, are 1407 years 
104 days = 514,010 = 1049 x 490.] 


The Sign of Jonas the Prophet. 


$391. It is of the nature of types to repeat themselves in successive 
ages ; and this is the case with the chronological type which we have been 
considering. Isaiah's period of 65 years has, it seems, two adjustments; 
it lies (783—718) in ἃ cycle of that measure reckoned from 2018 s. c., the 
year of the call of Abraham, viz. 2018 -- 799 = 1235 =19x 65, and also 
(741-676) ina cycle reckoned from the Exode, viz. 1586 — 741 = 845 = 13 x 65. 
In both, it is preceded by a period of between 41 and 42 years symmetrical 
with and typically analogous to the period which lies between the Crucifixion 
and the dies ultimus of Jerusalem. We have considered the latter, and are 
now to note the other. In the section on Jonah the prophet, in the disserta- 
tion on prophecy, I have endeavoured to explain the typical import of the 
memorable history belonging to this leader and corypheus of the Prophets 
of judgment. In connexion with that view, let us note this numerical 
analogy. 

The reign of Jeroboam, which coincides with the revival and after-growth 
of the Abrahamic covenant as foretold by Jonah, 2 Kings xiv. 25, lasted full 
41 years, ending 783 Β. 56. It began therefore in 824. Suppose, what the 
typical consistency requires, that the incident of Jonah’s resurrection and 
preaching belongs to that year, being followed, as in the antitype, by the 
two periods of 41 and 65 years. Now Jonah's preaching is analogous with 
the event of the great day of Pentecost; and the parallelism of periods is as 
here represented : 


824 783 718 B.C. 


29 Pent. 70 135 a. D. 


‘On the second line what was before said of Gomer's rejection is now to be 
referred to the crisisof actual judgment in a.p.70. Now the interval, from 
8 May a.p. 20 to 17 Nov. 70, is 41 years 193 days. This, measured back 
from 27 July 783 (§ 390) reaches to 15 January 824. But 23 January, 
8 days later, precedes 28 March 741, by the remarkable period 62 x 490 or 
70 x 434, consequently precedes Josiah’s passover by 62+ 88 = 150 x 490, and 
the assumed day of Josiah’s death by 62+98=160x 490; and 13 July 
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a.D. 70 by 62 + 604=666x 490. (That is, the ministry of the Prophets, 
beginning with Jonah, extends, to the cessation of sacrifice, through a period 
of 490 times the number of Antichrist: Rev. xiii. 18.) Hence let us 
assuine that the cardinal day is this 23 January 824, and, consequently, that 
of 783 the 4 August (exactly the bisection of Ezekiel'’s 390 years). We 
then get this further very remarkable cyclical relation, viz. that the interval 
between the parallels is precisely seven times the length of either line (vie. 
from the cardinal day of 718 to8 May a. ἢ. 29 is seven times the period 
from 23 Jan. 824 to that day of 718). For, from 23 Jan. 824 to 8 May a. p. 
29 are 852 years 106 days= 311,298 days, of which one-eighth is 38,912 
days, or 106 years 196 days, which, reckoned from 23 Jan. 824, reach to 718, 
7 August (precisely 2 x 65 before 8 August 588); and from 8 May a.p. 29 
to 19 November a. p. 188. 


The Two Witnesses. 


§ 392. “1 will give power unto my two witnesses, and they shall pro- 
phesy 1260 days clothed in sackcloth. These are the two olive-trees, and the 
two candlesticks which stand before the God of the earth. And if any man 
will hurt them, fire proceedeth out of their mouth and devoureth their 
enemies... These have power to shut heaven that it rain not in the days of 
their prophecy: and have power to turn waters into blood, and to smite 
the earth with all plagues as often as they will.” Rev. xi. 3—6. 

Of this passage I hold the catholic interpretation : that Moses (or Enoch) 
and (certainly) Elijah are meant, and that they will thus execute an awful 
witness and martyrdom in the end of the world. I hold, further, that John 
Baptist, the son of Zacharias, was the figure of Elijah, or, the Elijah of the 
First Advent. 

“Then said I, What are these two olive branches, which through the 
two golden pipes empty the golden oil out of themselves (namely, into the 
candlestick of seven lamps)? And he answered: These are the two 
anointed ones, that stand by the Lord of the whole earth.” Zech. iv. 
11---Ἰ4. 

This vision of Zechariah, son of Berechiah, which is taken up into the 
vision of the Apocalypse, denotes (I think) the Law and the Prophets, which 
in the Apocalypse are impersonated in Moses and Elijah. Let the name 
and patronymic of the seer be borne in mind; observe also the following 
context concerning the flying roll, and compare it with this of Isaiah :— 

“The Lord said unto me, Take thee a great roll, and write in it with 
8 man’s pen concerning Maher-shalal-hash-baz. And I took unto me faithful 
witnesses to record: Uriah the priest, and Zechariah the son of Jeberechiah.” 
Isaiah viii. 1, 2, in immediate continuation of chapter vii, the prophecy of 
Immanuel. 

The mutual reference of this and the preceding extract is, one would think, 
almost too evident to be overlooked. We might Tearn thus much even of 
the Jews. They understand the names of these witnesses to be prophetical : 
the first, of Urijah the priest, who was slain by Jehoiakim shortly before 
the Babylonian judgment, Jer. xxvi. 20, 23; the other, of Zechariah the 
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prophet. “ Why is Uriah joined with Zechariah? for that was under the 
first, this under the second Temple. Answ. By Uriah it is written, For your 
sakes Jerusalem shall be ploughed as a field: by Zechariah, As yet old men 
S<c., shall be in Jerusalem. When the prophecy of Uriah is fulfilled, the 
prophecy of Zechariah shall be also fulfilled.” Bab. Makkoth. £ 24; see 
also Chald. in Esai. viii.1, and Kimchi. Again: “Is it fit the daughters of 
Israel should eat the fruit of their womb? The rule of justice replied, Is it 
also fit they should alay a priest and prophet in the temple of the Lord, as ye 
slew Zechariah the son of Iddo, the high priest and faithful] prophet, in the 
sanctuary on the day of expiation?” Chald. in Lam. iii. 20. This passage 
seems to relate to the death of Zechariah, son of Jehoiada, 2 Chron. xxiv. 15. 

“Jehoiada waxed old and was full of days when he died : 130 years old 
was he, when he died......Now after the death of Jehoiada came the princes 
of Judah and made obeisance unto the king, then the king hearkened unto 
them. And they left the house of the Lord God of their fathers, and served 
idols; and wrath came upon Judah and Jerusalem for this their trespass. 
Yet He sent prophets unto them to bring them again unto the Lord, but they 
would not hear. And the Spirit of God came upon Zechariah son of Jehoiada, 
the priest, which stood above the people and said unto them, Thus saith God : 
Why transgress ye the ordinance of the Lord that ye cannot prosper? Be- 
cause ye have forsaken the Lord, He hath also forsaken you. And they con- 
spired against him and stoned him with stones at the commandment of the 
king, in the court of the house of the Lord. And when he died, he said, Tae 
LorD WILL LOOK UPON IT AND REQUIRE Ir. And it came to pass, at the end 
of the year, that the host of Syria came up against Jerusalem,” &c. And 
within a few months, or years, Joash was slain upon his bed where he lay in 
great diseases, after a reign of 40 years B.c. 838. 2 Chron. xxiv. 15. 

There can be little doubt that our Lord alluded at least to this person. 
His expressions seem to be taken from the narrative which we have just 
recited: “I will send them prophets”—*“ He sent prophets.” “It shall be 
required -— The Lord will look upon it and require it.” Yet certainly He 
does not mean this pefson only: for this was the son of Jehoiada, not of Ba- 
rachish ; this was not the last martyr under the Old Testament, and our 
Lord evidently means such an one. The allusion, however, is, I suppose, to 
this Zechariah, ashe is a type of God's last witnesses : a type, because he was 
the last martyr who suffered before the raising up of the order of the Pro- 
phets, I mean the Prophets of judgment, beginning with Jonah. This martyr- 
dom occurred not long before 838 5.0.» and in or about the year 824 the dis- 
pensation of the new order of Prophets was opened by Jonah, the type of the 
risen Christ, proclaiming, “ Yet forty years and Nineveh shall be destroyed.” 
As such, Zachariah son of Jehoiada is a figure, first of John Baptist, son 
of Zacharias the priest ; “I say unto you Elias has come already, and they 
have done unto him what they listed—even so must the son of man suffer of 
them.” By consequence, this Zacharias is ajfigure of him whom John pre- 
figured, the Elias which is to come and to seal a tremendous ministry with 
his martyrdom. For this is the full import, this the;supreme goal of Christ's 
denunciation: He speaks of all the righteous blood which is being shed 
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(ἐκ χυννόμενον), from the blood of Abel to the blood of the two last faithful 
witnesses, the antitypes of Isaiah’s witnesses, Urijah the priest, and Zechariah 
son of Jeberechiah. But He speaks in the past tense, “whom ye slew,” 
as specially applying this truth to the case of the generation which then 
was. Doubtless the martyrdom of the spiritual Elias (which is elsewhere im- 
puted to the Jews, not to Herod only, ) was in our Saviour'’s thoughts. And to 
them who have ears to hear, this was a hint that they should regard the pre- 
cursor as typically connected, not only with the future dispensation, but also 
with the past: with the death of the son of Jehoiada at the close of an era of 
the dispensation, with the faithful witnesses of the birth of the child of judg- 
ment in Isaiah, with the vision of Zechariah the son of Berechiah concerning 
the same two faithful witnesses (the Law and the Prophets), who himself 
headed a new order of the latter witnesses, being pre-eminently the leader and 
Eponymus of the Prophets of the second Temple. So that, if we limit the 
import of the words to the Baptist, they seem to say, “Ye have slain the 
last witness—ye have done by him as your fathers did by Zechariah son 

of Jehoiada, whose blood was speedily required—ye have slain him in whom 

the witness of the Law and of the Prophets is summed up—him who has for 

the last time subscribed and attested “ the great roll, wherein was written with 

the pen of man, concerning Maher-shalal-hash-baz,” “ the curse which goeth 

forth through the land ” (Zech. v. 2), “ written within and without, lament- 

ation, and mourning, and woe.” Ezek. ii. 9. And “from the blood of Abel 

to the blood of this witness, all shall be required of this generation.” 

§ 392. Such, it seems to me, is the sense of our Lord's words, with their 
deep allusions, considered as addressed to that generation. The generation 
which shall be in the end of the world will see the full and final realization 
of the words themselves, and of the series of types and symbols to which they 
allude. 

And as the last times of the second Temple prefigure that future catas- 
trophe, as a whole, so they exhibit a figure of this mystery of the witnesses. 
A last martyr for Moses, one righteous according to the law, was then put to 
death under the precise circumstances of name and place which are in- 
timated in Christ's words. I speak of the death of Zacharias the son of 
Baruch, a righteous Jew', bearing the prophetical name, in whom the decla- 
ration was obviously and literally fulfilled, as a sign or seal of the foregone 
conclusion, a shadow of the conclusion which will be hereafter. 

The time of the martyrdom οὗ Zacharias son of Jehoiada, and that of the 
death of Zacharias son of Baruch, are not so exactly known that we can 
trace an economy in this series: but it may be worth while to note that the 
20th Aug. B.c. 840, which cannot be very wide of the first-mentioned epoch, 
lies 105 x 75 or 17 x 7* before 28 Mar. 741, and 343x 7° or 75 before the epoch 
of Zechariah. It is therefore (378 — 105) x 7° or 273 x 7* or 39 x '74 days from 
the epoch of Samuel the prophet’. 


+ See the account of his death in | 92,000 = 40 χ 2300 days before 9 Aug. 
Josephus, B. J. iv. 5, 4. 588. “Then was the sanctuary justi- 
* The same 20 Aug. 1840, is also | fied.” 
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Elijah the Prophet. 

Ὁ 398. The “three years and a half” during which the heaven was shut 
at Elijah’s prayer, are an acknowledged type of the like period in the days 
of Antichrist, as also of the 3) years of the preaching of the gospel by John 
the Baptist and Christ himself. But the last times of Jerusalem exhibit this 
period as the last half-week of Daniel's seventy weeks. Does any economy 
connect these several terms? 

It is not recorded in what year the ministry of Elijah began. We have 
found, however, that it was in the year 915 s.c. that Jehoshaphat sent 
Levites throughout Judah to instruct the people in the law (p. 234): and it 
seems probable that this measure was taken in consequence of the open apos- 
tasy which had broken out in the sister kingdom. Let us suppose this to 
be the year in which the apostasy was consummated and Elijah the Tish- 
bite began his ministry ; and observe the facts which are involved in the 
assumption. 

First. From this year to a.p. 66, the beginning of the last 3} years of 
Jerusalem, are precisely 980 = 2 x 490 years: and of course the same from 
the close of Elijah’s 34 years to the Passover of a. p. 70. 

On the ground of this apparent economy, let us assume that the 3) years 
of Elijah’s ministry began in October of the above-mentioned year. Then, 
secondly, from any day of October 915 to the same day of October A.p. 25 
(the year, and nearly the month, in which the ministry of John the Baptist 
began ) are 939 years = 342,970 days, which want but thirty days to make the 
remarkable number 343,000 = 1000 x 7? = 700 x 490. 

Thirdly. From the epoch of Zacharias’s Λειτονργία 2 October B.c. 6, to the 
same day of 915 B.o., are 909 years = 332,012 days. Divide this by 434, the 
measure peculiarly connected with that epoch: the period is found to be 
765 x 434, with a surplus of only two days. Hence the 4th October 915 lies 
in the track of the economy which proceeds by periods of 62 weeks. $351, 
364 f., 388. If this be the epoch, the 700 x 490 days will end 1 November 
a. D. 25. 

The year of Elijah’s ascension seems to be 897 3.c., which is 925 years 
before the ascension of our Saviour. The number of days is 337,856 = 
985 x 343 plus 1 day. Hence, from 9 May 897 to the Pentecost 8 May a.p. 
29, is that period, and to 1 Sept. 4. p. 70, 1029 x 7° or 3x 75, 


Further consideration of Ezekiel's period, 390 + 40. 


§ 394. The following facts may serve to shew that the numbers 390 
and 430 revealed to Ezekiel are, like Daniel’s numbers, economical mea- 
sures, not only of year but of day-periods. 

1. The very terms of Ezekiel’s vision carry one’s thoughts to the time of 
the provocation in the wilderness, when sentence of wandering was issued 
for 40 years, “each day for a year.” If that sentence was really issued (as 
the Jews say) on the 10th of the 5th month (Ab), the day is 354 + 113 
= 467 days from the Exode. If the tradition means that a year and 4 
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months and 9 days from the Exode were elapsed, the time is 481 days from 
the Exode, consequently just 430 days from the delivery of the law. Now 
this period is composed of 40+ 390 days; and the 40 days are the term 
of Moses's sojourn on the mount, ending on the fatal 17th Panemus, the day 
on which for the iniquity of Israel in the matter of the calf Moses brake 
the tables of stone ; the day also on which 1655 years later the daily sacri- 
fice ceased for ever. Here then we seem to discern the basis of the number 
specified in Ezekiel: from the first great provocation to that for which the 
sentence of reprobation was issued, seems to be just the period of 390 days : 
and from the delivery of the law, 430 days. 

2. The date of Ezekiel's vision (p. 188) is 28 June 594 5. c. (possibly 
a day earlier or later, for the date is obtained from a rough cyclical cal- 
culation). The 17 Panemus 1586 is 10 July (or possibly 11). Now from 10 
July 1586 to 22 June (or 11 July to 23 June) are 992 years minus 18 days 
= 362,310 = precisely 929 periods of 890 days. And from the same 10 July 
1586 to 18 July a.p. 70 (17 Panemus) are 1655” 34 = 604,492 days, which 
want but 8 days of 1550 x 390. Hence, to the end of Ezekiel's 390 days are 
930 x 390 = 30 x 31 x 390, and to 21 July a.p. 70 are 50 x 31 x 390'.—The 
period of 604,492 days is also 360 x 39 x 43 pilus 772, i.e. 36 x 43 x 390, or 
36 x 39 x 430, plus 772. 

3. We have already shown ( ᾧ 374, 388) that the entire period measured 
from 24 April 1546 to 13 July a.p. 70, is 4x 7* x 430, and that from its central 
day 3 Dec. 789 to Josiah’s Passover 18 April 623 (the epoch from which Eze- 
kiel dates his prophesying i. 1,2,), are 86 x 490, or 98 x 430 = 2 x 72x 490, or 
one seventh of the second half of the entire period. Here then is the number 
430 as an economical measure. Now from this 18 April 623 to 8 Aug. 588, 
are 357 112°= 12,8964, which wants but 4 days of 12,900 or 30 x 430 days. 
Hence to 12 August 588, the Friday after the Conflagration’, are 

From 24 April 1546 (686 + 98+30)=814 x 490. 
And to 18 July a.p. 70 (1872 — 814) = 558 x 430. 

4. But the 390 years end with a τεσσαρακονταέτης χρόνος of final 
visitation, the time of Jeremiah’s prophesying, which began B.c. 628, and which 
may be (in one sense) the term intended in what is said of the “forty days 
for the iniquity of Judah.” The cardinal epoch of these 40 years should lie 
early in August. And from 24 April 1546 to 2 August 628, are 335,400°, or 
precisely 780 Χ 430, i.e. twice the product of 390 multiplied by 480! 


¢ 1% From the day of Ezekiel’s vision 
to the firat day of the Roman siege are 


(minus 2). 
2 This is the very day involved in the 


G63 years minus 71 days = 242,090 = pre- 
cisely 563 x 430. Now 563 is just the 
aumber of days occupied by the Baby- 
Tonian siege, 25 Dec. 590—9 July 588. 
The day of the vision precedes the first 
day of the siege by just 34 years, and in 
this respect answers to 14 Oct. a. ἢ. 66, 
from which it is distant 491 x 490 days 


remarkable economy belonging to the 
times of the Temple, § 358: it makes 
the number of days of the First and Se- 
cond Temple from 14 October 1006 
to the Passover of a. Ὁ. 70, 365,28, 
i.e. precisely a thousand natural years 


(365,242}.) 
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5. The day of Mizpeh is the boundary between a period of 390 years (the 
time of the judges) and one of forty years. From this day, 8 April 1096 to 
12 August 588 the end of Ezekiel’s 390 years, are 508’ 1264 = 185,673 = 
430 x 430 plue 773: the remainder is the same that we found in No. 2. To 
which now add this: 

6. From 10 July 1586 to 12 Aug. 588 = 9987 334 = 364,553 = 847 x 430 plus 
1 x 343, or 846 x 430 plus 773. It follows that from the former day, or epoch 
of the cycle, to the day of Mizpeh, are 416 x 430. Hence, 

From 10 July 1586 to 24 April 1546 are 32 x 430+ 773. 
to 8 April 10906 416% 430. 
to12 Aug. 588  846x 430+ 772. 
to 13 July a.p.70, 1404 x 430 + 772. 


7. We have already mentioned that from the economical epoch of the 
schism, 4 Aug. 978 to 13 July a.p. 70, are 2x 490 x 390 plus half of 390, 
(p. 441.) 

8. From the foundation of Solomon’s Temple, 20 April 1013, to its 
dedication, 14 October 1006, are 7’ 177 = 2733 days =7 x 390 plus 3 days. 

9. From the dedication to 12 August 588 are 4185 minus 63 days= 152,612, 
making 391 x 3090 plus 122 days, or 390 380 plus 512; and also, 354% 490 
plus 392. 

10 From the dedication of the first to that of the second Temple, 16 Feb. 
513, are 4927 125° =179,8284 = 460 x 390 plus 430 (minus 2 days). Now 460= 
390 + 70, and 70 x 390 measured back from 16 Feb. 513 leads to 20 May 588, 
which is 83 days before 12 August. The odd 430 reach to 16 March 589, which 
is also 83 days after the beginning of the siege. So that from Solomon’s 
dedication to this day we have 390 x 390, and then a period of 430 enclosed 
between two terms of 83 days each. 

11. Lastly. We found a cycle of 65 years from 588 B.c., of 2 x 390 from 
718, of 1040 from the Schism, and 2080 from the Call, ending a.p. 698. 
Ρ. 488. Now from the dedication of Solomon's Temple to 19 July a.p. 
63 are 390,000 days = 1000x 390, and thence to 11 August a.p. 70 just 
6 x 430 days. 
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APPENDIX. 


I. Insmirures oF Curonovosy: a Compendium of the Mathematical 
and Technical Elements requisite for the Study of Scriptural 
and Early-Ecclesiastical Chronology. 


11. Remarks on the Scheme of Scripture Chronology constructed by 
Mr. Greswell, in his Dissertations on the Harmony of the Gospels : 
and more especially on that Writers Hypothesis of an Interruption 
in the Julian Calendar. 


111. The Chronographies of the Assyrians, Chaldeans, and Egyptians, 
examined and compared with the Scriptures. 


IV. Outlines of a Harmony of that Portion of the Gospel History which 
lies between the Baptism of our Lord and the Martyrdom of 
John the Baptist. 


V. On the Nature, Intent, and Complex Structure, of Prophecy. 


I. 


INSTITUTES OF CHRONOLOGY. 


Section I.—Preliminary De/finttions. 


§ 395. In all measurement of time the proper unit is the natural day, or 
interval between two successive arrivals of the sun on the meridian, that is to 
say, the time which it takes the earth to complete one revolution on her 
axis. For all chronological purposes this interval or measure may be 
regarded as constant and invariable. 

§ 396. The time which it takes the sun to return in his apparent motion 
to any given point in the heavens from which we conceive the motion to 
have commenced, or,.in other words, the time which it takes the earth 
to complete one revolution round the sun, is called a natural, or tropical, 
solar year. This is not a constant quantity; the disturbances arising from 
the attraction of the planets create a variation in one year as compared with 
another, which may amount to several minutes. The mean of observations 
taken through many centuries gives as the average length of the tropical year 
the period 365°24224 days, or 365° 5° 48™ 48°, nearly. For all purposes 
of historical chronology this is accurate enough. 

ᾧ 397. A lunar month, in that sense of the expression with which we are 
concerned in chronology, is the average interval between one new moon and 
the next, or one full moon and the next: that is, between two succeasive 
arrivals of the moon’s centre on the line joining the centres of the sun 
and earth, beyond the earth, or between the earth and the sun. In 
the former case, the moon is said to be in opposition ; in the latter, in con- 
junction. The mean interval between two successive conjunctions, or 
oppositions, is called in astronomy a synodical lunation: its length, as re- 
sulting from the mean of a great number of observations, is 29°530588715 
days, or 29° 12" 44™ 3°. The moon's motion is at present, and has been 
during all the ages with which we are concerned in historical chronology, in 
a state of acceleration. The following formula will give the mean length of 
ἃ lunation at any time, which we will call ¢ centuries before or after tho 
year 1700: viz. 

29° 12" 44° 2854788 +. 2. 0" 028434 + (3, 00000885 
the sign being + when the time lies before, and -- when after the year 1700. 

§ 998. In the business of common life, the year is defined by the recur- 
rence of the seasons, as spring and autumn, seed-time and harvest. At a very 
early period it could not fail to be known that the average length of a cycle 
of the seasons is somewhere near 360 days. The Egyptians, many centuries 
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before our era, estimated it at 365 days. Their year was solar, consisting 
of 12 months of 30 days, and 5 days added at the year’s end. By obser- 
vation of the star Sirius, they soon found that their estimate was defective, 
yet down to the time of Augustus they did mot choose to reform their 
calendar. 

§ 399. The different phases of the moon afford an obvious measure of 
time, which must always have been in use in the business of common 
life. It would soon be ascertained that the interval between one new moon 
and the next is sometimes 29 sometimes 30 days. This interval was called a 
month. It happens, however, that a lunar month is not an exact measure 
of ἃ tropical year. Twelve such months amount to 354°66706 days, which 
falls short of a tropical year by 10°57518 days. Hence, when anything like 
a regular observance of time Became established, the choice lay between a 
reckoning by the moon and a reckoning by the sun. The Egyptians took 
the latter alternative ; gave the word “month” a more extended significa- 
tion, independent of the regular recurrence of the moon’s phases, namely, 
one twelfth part of a year of 360 days, to which they soon found they must 
add 5 more. Other nations, especially the Hebrews, the Babylonians, the 
Greeks, and Romans before Julius Cesar, chose to make the lunar month one 
of their denominations of time, and in order to secure regularity, on the 
whole, in such civil and religious proceedings as depended on the recurrence 
of the seasons, contrived that in a given term of years some should have 
13 lunar months, the rest only 12. 


Section II1.—TZhe Jultan Calendar’. 


ὁ 400. The old Roman year having fallen into such confusion that, 
as Suetonius expresses it, neque messium feria estati, neque vindemiarum 
auctumno competerent, Julius Cesar, as Pontifex Maximus, in the year 
of his 3rd consulate = a.v. 708 3B.c. 46, undertook a reformation. The 
calends of January had at that time receded from their original place 
in the solar year (the bruma or winter-solstice), almost to the autumnal 
equinox. In the year 46 Β. c. the winter-solstice for the meridian of Rome 
occurred (Julian) 24 December at Oh. 9m. Cesar, it seems, would have 
assigned the bruma to the Ist January: as he wished, however, to retain 
as much as ‘possible of the arrangement of Numa’s old lunar year, he pre- 
ferred to date the first year of the new reckoning from the new moon next 
after the bruma, which new moon fell in the night between (Julian) 1 
and 2 Jan. p.c. 45. Accordingly, he gave to the preceding year, begin- 
ning with the old uncorrected calends of January a.v. 708, i.e with 
(Julian) 13 Oct. B.c. 47, a length of 445 days: whence this year is called 
the ultimus annus confusionis. 

In the Julian year the winter solstice was assigned, but erroneously, 
to the VIII Kal. Jan.=25 Dec., and the other cardinal points, for the sake 


1 Ideler, Handbuch, 11.114. Lehrbuch, 306. 
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of uniformity, to the VIII Kal. of April, July, and October, ἐ. 6. 25 March, 
24 June, 24 Sept. 

The first year of the new reckoning, Β. 6. 45, was to be bissextile, and 
every fourth year afterwards, Ae this rule in the original was (probably) 
expressed quarto quoque anno, the unscientific pontifices, to whom the regu- 
lation of the Calendar was committed, mistook, after Cesar’s death, the 
intention of the framer, and for a while intercalated, as Macrobius informs 
us, anno quarto non peracto sed incipiente, ἑ. 6. every three years. Thus: 

Instead of 41, 37, 33, 29, 25, 21, 17, 13, 9°, 

They intercalated 42, 39, 36, 33, 30, 27, 24, 21, 18, 15, 12, 9, 
or 12 years instead of 9. This vitium sacerdotalis festinationis, as Macrobius 
expresses it, being discovered, called for a fresh correction. Accordingly, 
Augustus in A. uv. 746 B.c. 8, ordered that for the next 12 years there should 
be no intercalation, so that the years B. c. 5, A. ἢ. 1, 4 were reduced to com- 
mon years. The intercalation commenced afresh a.p. 8. Thus the Julian 
year was brought back exactly into its old track. The new regulation was 
engraved on a brazen tablet, on which the rule was more clearly expressed, 
quinto quoque incipiente anno. From that time to the present day, says 
Ideler, the old Julian Calendar suffered no further disturbance. 

The intercalary day was placed by Julius Cesar in the place occupied 
by the intercalary month of the old lunar year, namely, between the Ter- 
minalia and the Regifugium, i.e. between VII and VI Kal. Mart®. And 
the day thus intercalated was called a. d. bissextum Cal. Martiag: hence the 
name bissextile. 


Common Year. Bissextile. 
VII Kal. Mart. 23 Feb................ VII Kal. Mart, 23 
Bissext. Kal. Mart. 24 
ΨΙ ree 24 Feb............+2.. VI 25 
ΨΟ ...ἐεννοννένννν 25 ---ττοιννονννννεννονν ν 26 
ΙΝ ae 96 mse eecesceeees IV 9] 
111 .....ἀὑννοκοννον QT .---τττ  νονονννονονον 111 28 
Prid. .............+ ΦΒ ee Pridie Kal. 29 Feb. 
Kal. .......0...002- 1 March............ Kal. Mart. 1 March. 


In the old Julian Calendar the days beginning with 1 Jan. have the 
first 8 letters of the alphabet annexed to them in the manner of our domi- 
nical letters. Thus 1 Jan.A: 2 Jan.B: 3C: 4D: &. to8 Jan. H: 9A: 
&c. The letters are intended to mark the nundines, or market-days. The 
Roman week, namely, consisted of 8 days: the farmers worked 7 days, and 
on the 8th (in the Latin idiom, nono quoque die) went into the city to 


2 Hence the true Julian date of the | the Roman Calendar, in respect of calends, 
battle of Actium which Dion gives from | nones, ides, may be supposed to be fami- 
the contemporary fasti as 2 Sept. a.u. | liarly known by every reader of thesc 
728, is in reality 3 Sept. 

8 The structure and nomenclature of 
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market and to acquaint themselves with public affairs) These eight let- 
ters therefore answered the like purpose as our seven. I¢ was only neces- 
sary to note the letters corresponding to the first nundine in the current 
year to know, at sight, what other days would be nundincs. 

One further remark must be made respecting these nundines, in order 
to anticipate an objection which might be derived from a fact connected 
with them It appears that from very ancient times the Romans studied 
to avoid a concurrence of the nunding with New Years’ Day, or, with 
the nones of any month, Macrob. Sat. 1.13. A case of this kind happened 
a.u. 714. B.o. 40, in which year, to avoid a eoncurrence of the nundine 
with the next new-year's day, a day was intercalated evtra ordinem, which 
was afterwards balanced by omitting a day in order that the Julian reckan- 
ing might remain undisturbed. Such is Dion Cassiuss account of the 
matter: in one passage, however, he says that the nundines were trans- 
posed. [e.g. to the 7th day or to the 9th.] Hist. Ix. 24. a.u. 797. Sach 
cases, he remarks, oecurred frequently, ἄλλοτε πολλάκι. Hither way— 
and the latter surely is the most probable—the interruption was not suf- 
fered to be permanent. 


Section ITI.—The Egyptian Calendar’. 


§ 401. The ancient Egyptian year, which was in use for many cen- 
turies before the Christian era, consisted of 12 months of 30 days each 
and 5 additional days at the end of the year (᾿Ἐπαγόμεναι). Their year, 
then, was solar, and they did not concern themselves about keeping their 
months even with the moon's course. (See Herodot. u. 4). 

The Egyptians must soon have found, and it is historically certain they 
did find, that 365 days are somewhat short of the true length of the tro- 
pical year. From a very early period they were led to notice with great 
precision the heliacal rising of Sirius (by them called Sothis), because that 
event is connected with the rise of the Nile. Hence, they soon perceived 
that the rising of Sirius fell a day later in their calendar every four years : 
for four sidereal years = 1461 days nearly, and four Egyptian years = 1460 
days. In like manner every fixed festival, as the Feast of Isis, would 
fall a day earlier in respect of the heavens every four years, so that in 
course of time it would make the tour of the tropical year. Hence, the old 
Egyptian year is called annus vagus. 

The periodical rise of the Nile is a most important event for the Egyp- 
tians, as on it depends the fertility of their land, which is seldom visited 
by rain. It usually begins immediately after the summer solstice, and 
therefore, some thousands of years ago, coincided with the heliacal rising 
of Sirius. Attentive as the ancient Egyptians were to all celestial pheno- 
mena, they made this the subject of careful observation, as it was the herald 
and surety of the benefit of the fresh inundation, especially as they thought 


1 Ideler, Handb. 1.93. Lehrb. 47. 
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they could foretel the height of the waters and the fertility of the ensu- 
ing year from observation of the hue and brightness of the star at its first 
appearing. For this reason also they consecrated this star to Isis, the per- 
sonification of fruitfal Nature. 

By observation of this star it was discovered that in 1461 vague years, 
the star would again rise on the same day of the vague year as at the 
epoch: that is, that 1461 Egyptian years were equal to 1460 solar years. 
This supposes the length of the solar year to;be 365} days, which is not 
quite correct: but the Egyptians, down to the time of Julius Ceesar, had 
not discovered the error. True it is, however, that 1461 Egyptian vague 
years just = 1460 Julian years. This period is called the Sothiac or Cani- 
cular Cycle, the great, or heliacal, year of the Egyptians. 

Now there are many circumstances which indicate that the Egyptian 
year of 365 days, at its first introduction, was made to commence at the 
heliacal rising of Sirius. The very name of the first month, Thoth, implies 
this: for Thoth, Sothis, Seth, are only varieties of the same name, and that 
the name of Sirius. 

If then we know at what Julian date the star Sirius rose in any given 
year, we have the means of calculating the earlier epochs of the Sothiac cycle. 

Geminus, who wrote in a.p. 238, informs us that in that year the annus 
vagus, which was still used by astronomers, began 7 Kal. July = 25 June, 
and that in the year 139 a.p. it began 20 July—{for so the passage must be 
read)—on which day, he adds, solet canicula in Aigypto facere exortum. 
Wherefore, he proceeds, “this present year (238) is the hundredth year of 
the solar or canicular year.” 

By calculation, it is found that Sirius rose in a.p. 189 on the 20th July, 
at 7 a.m. Therefore Geminus is quite right. Hence the next preceding 
epoch of a Sothiac cycle was 1460— 138 = B.c. 1822, 20 July. This also is 
attested by astronomical calculation, which shews that Sirius did rise, helia- 
cally, 20 July 1322 5.6. in the lat. of Heliopolis. The next preceding epoch 
should be 1322 + 1460 = 2782 B.o., with which, as it falls more than 300 years 
before the Flood, we have no concern. 

In the year 1322 5.6. the Ist Thoth would be the 20 July (Julian). 
Hence it is easy to find the Julian date which corresponds to any given 
Egyptian date of the annus vagus. 

The same result is given by the epoch 1 Thoth =29 Aug. in the year B.c. 
25, which is the epoch at which the fixed Egyptian year, adapted to the 
Julian, came into use; or rather, the epoch at which it may be considered 
to have come into use in respect of the erroneous intercalation of the 
Julian year which obtained from the year 45 s.c. to 30, in whieh latter 
year the fixed Egyptian year came into use at Alexandria. (Ideler, 1. 160). 

From and after this epoch, the fixed Egyptian year has the following 
form :—. 
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1 Thoth = 29 Aug. ......... 1 Sept. = 4 Thoth. 

1 Phaophi =28 Sept. ......... 1 Oct. =4 Phaophi. 

1 Athyr = 28 Oct. ......... 1 Nov. =5 Athyr. 

1 Choeak =27 Nov. ......... 1 Dec. =5 Cheeak. 

1 Tybi = 27 Dec...........-1 Jan. =6 Tybi. 

1 Mechir = 26 Jan............1 Feb. =7% Mechir. 

1 Phamenoth = 25 Feb............ 1 Mar. =5 Phamenoth. 
1 Pharmuthi = 27 Mar. .........1 Apr. =6 Pharmuthi. 
1 Pachon = 26Apr. ......... 1 May =6 Pachon. 

1 Payni =26 May ......... 1 June =7 Payni. 

1 Epiphi = 25 June......... 1 July =7 Epiphi. 

1 Mesorj =25 July ......... 1 Aug. =8 Mesori. 


1 Epagomenss= 24 Aug. 


The intercalary day was a 6th Epagomené, which was added to the year 
which precedes the Julian Bissextile, in which year therefore the Ist Thoth 
begins 30 Aug. Thus, suppose the Egyptian year to be that which began 
1 Thoth s.c. 6. Here, as the preceding year had 366 days, 


1 Thoth = 30 Aug. Β. 0. 6...... 1 Sept. = ὃ Thoth B.C. 6 
1 Phaophi = 29 Sept. —— ...... 1 Oct. =3 Phaophi — 


1 Athyr = 29 Oct. —— ...... 1 Nov. = 4 Athyr 

1 Cheak = 28 Nov. —— ...... 1 Dec. = 4 Cheak 

1 Tybi = 28 Dec. —— ...... 1 Jan. = 5 Tybi B.c. 5 B. 
1 Mechir = 27 Jan.z.c.5 Biss... 1 Feb. = 6 Mechir — 
1 Phamenoth = 26 Feb. _...... 

2 =27— nae 

3 ae —_ 28 —_—_> =~ = =—ss—éil cls 

4—— =29— ........ 29 Feb. = 4 Phamenoth. 

δ = 1Μὰ. ..... 1 Mar. = 5 Phamenoth. 

1 Pharmuthi = 27 Mar. &c. ...... &c. as in common years. 


By means of this table it will be easy to find the Julian equivalent of any 
given date of the fired Alexandrine year. 


To find the Julian equivalent of any given date of the vague year, or vice 
versd, the process is as follows :— 


Example 1.— Required the Julian date corresponding to 1 Pharmuthi in the 
146th year of the Sothiac Cycle beginning 20 July 1322 B.c. 

In 145 Julian years, beginning at 20 July 1322, are 37 intercalations, for 
1177 8. c. is bissextile. Hence 1 Thoth of the 146th year lies 37 days earlier 
than 20 July 1177, or 77 days earlier than 29 Aug. Hence 1 Pharmuthi lies 
77 days earlier than 27 March 1176, i.e. 9 January. 

Or thus :—the 146th year began in 1177 s.c. Now 1 Pharmuthi Β. c. 24 
was 27 March, and thence to the same Julian day of 1176 are 1152 years, 
of which 288 were bissextile: hence 1 Pharmuthi lay 288 days later, or 
77 earlier, = 9 January. 
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Example 2.— Required the ancient Egyptian date of 10 April 1586 B.c. 

The 10th April s.c. 24 =15 Pharmuthi: 1586 — 24 = 1562 Julian years, 
whereof 391 were bissextile, for p.c. 25 is such. Therefore 10 April 1586 
lies 391 days before 15 Pharmuthi of 1585, i.e. 26 days before 15 Phar- 
muthi 1586, therefore 19 Phamenoth. 


Srecorion 1V.—The Macedonian and Asiatic Calendars’. 


§ 402. Prior to the Julian reformation the Macedonian year, like the 
Greek, was lunar. For, 

1. Whenever Macedonian months are compared with Attic, 7. 6. lunar, 
it nowhere appears that they differ in their dimensions or contents. See 
for instance Demosth. de Cor. (Orat. Greci 1. 280.) 

2. Seleucus Nicator, the founder of the kingdom of the Seleucide, gave 
orders to affix the Macedonian names to the Syrian months, which were 
unquestionably lunar. 

3. Ptolemy, in his Almagest, gives the dates of various eclipses and 
occultations observed at Babylon between the years B. co. 721 and 229. The 
three last dates 8. c. 245, 237, 229, bear the names of Macedonian months, 
and by calculation prove that the Babylonians under the Scleucidw, mea- 
sured time by lunar months with Macedonian names, 

4. The date on the Rosetta stone “IX Ptolemy Epiphanes 18th Mechir 
= 4th Macedonian Xanthicus,” being reduced, proves the same thing. 

5. That the Macedonian lunar months corresponded with the Hebrew 
is proved by Josephus, who almost constantly designates the Jewish months 
by the Macedonian names current among the Syrian Greeks for whom he 
wrote. The month Xanthicus for instance, in Josephus, is absolutely com- 
mensurate with Nisan, Lous with Ab, Hyperbereteus with Tisri. 

The name of the old Macedonian intercalary month is inferred from 
2 Macc. xi. 21. where the date of a manifesto issued by Lysias, general of 
Antiochus Eupator, is given as 24th Διοσκορινθίον, but in the vulgate 
24 Dioscori: and from the Etym. M. we learn that Διόσκορος was the name 
of a month. A missive of Antiochus, evidently wrftten not much later, is 
dated 15 Xanthicus. Hence it is inferred, that the place of this intercalary 
month Διόσκορυς was the same as that of the Jewish intercalary month, 
f.e. before Nisan. 

Under the Romans, the Macedonian months underwent a transformation 
whereby they were adjusted to the Julian reckoning. But the adjustment 
was not everywhere adopted, nor everywhere at once and in the same way. 
Hence in the different cities and provinces of the old Macedonian empire a 
manifold variety of calendars obtained. Archbishop Ussher and Cardinal 
Noris have done much in the task of reducing the variations to fixed prin- 
ciples, and their results have been amply confirmed, and in some few parti- 
culars corrected by subsequent discoveries’. 


1 Ideler, Handb. 1. 393. Lehrb. 1638, | Mac. Ussher de Ann. Asian. et Mac. 
2 Card. Norisius de Epoch. Syro- \ The reader will find an ample collection 
of 
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An important document, under the title Ἡμερολογίον μηνῶν διαφόρων 
πόλεων, came to light early in the last century in a ΜΒ. of the Medicean 
Library. It contains a complete Roman Calendar, beginning with January, 
compared with the Calendars of the Alexandrines, Greeks, Tyrians, Ara- 
bians, Sidonians, Heliopolites, Lycians, Asiatics, Cretans, Cyprians, Ephe- 
sians, Bithynians, Cappadocians. A Hemerologium of the same kind was 
afterwards discovered in a Leyden MS., containing all the farmer compe- 
risons except the Cretan, Cyrian, and Ephesian, instead of which it gives 
those of Gaza, Ascalon, and Seleucia. For the purposes of this work it 
will be sufficient to notice only the following, out of the numerous varieties 
of the Julianized Syro-Macedonian Calendar. 

1. The Asian Calendar, as used by the ’Aciava:, i.e. the states which 
formerly composed the monarchy of Attalus, which the Romans desig- 
nated by the word Asia in its restricted sense, or Asia Proconsularis. 

2. The Ephesian Calendar. 

38. A kind of universal Calendar in which the montha, for the avoid- 
ing of ambiguity, are designated by numerals, with a few slight changes 
in respect of the epoch of the several months. 

4. A Calendar in which the several months are absolutely identified 
with the Roman months, retaining only the old Macedonian names—To 
which we may add 

5. The ancient Macedonian Lunar Calendar in the form in which it 
remained in use in Syria even after the Christian era. This is the Calendar 
used by Josephus, being, in fact, the Jewish Calendar with Macedonian 


names’, 
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of passages of ancient authors, respecting 
the Macedonian months, in Mr. Clinton’s 
Append. c. iv. to Vol. 1x1. of F. H. It 
does not appear that Mr. Clinton was 
aware, at the time of writing this Appen- 
dix, of the existence of the Hemerologia 
described in the next paragraph. 

1 Scaliger, Baronius and Ussher were 


of opinion that the Calendar used by 
Josephus in the “War,” is the Cyro- 
Macedonian solar Calendar. But ail 
later chronologists have decided that here, 
as in the ,“ Antiquities,” the months are 
Jewish with Macedonian names. See 
Mr. Clinton, F. H. iii. App. p. 364. 
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Section V.—The Ancient Hebrew Calendar: Principles of. Lunar 
Calculation: Ancient Paschal Cycles’. 

§ 403. The year of the Hebrews, from the earliest times, was lunar, 
consisting of 12 months, occasionally 13, of 29 and 30 days alternately. It 
was ordained at the Exoede that the first month of the year, at least, for 
all religious purposes, should be the month Abid, é.¢. as the, name implies, 
the month of barley-harvest. For civil purposes, the epoch was still the 
first day of the 7th month from Abib, afterwards called Ethanim and Tisri. 
(On the form of year to which Moses's notices of the Flood are to be 
referred, see above § 299; 303.) 

§ 404. The institution of the eabbath, IW shabbath = “ day of rest” 
is coeval with the Creation. Evident vestiges of its observance occur in 
the history of the Flood, Gen. vii. viii. The ordinance was reinforced in 
the delivery of the Law: the very words of the commandment are thought, 
with good reason, to imply that it was already known: “Remember the 
sabbath to hallow it ” (Comp. Exod. xvi. 6, ff.). The week is called YIU 
from yaw “seven” septimana, For “weeks” we sometimes find the 


expresssion ΓΞ “ shabbathoth,” literally “‘ gabbaths,” meaning the 
interval between two sabbaths, Levit. xxiii. 15. Comp. μία σαββάτων in 
the New Testament = “first day of the week.” 

§ 405. The Hebrew day begins at sunset, and is literally a νυχθήμερον, 
in which the night precedes the day, This arrangement appears in the 
very history of the Creation, Gen. i. “80 the evening and the morning 
were the first day.” It is recognized also in the ordinances of the law, as 
in Levit. xxiii. 31, 32, where it is ordered concerning the day of atone- 
ment, 10 Tisri: “ Ye shall do no work on this day, but it shall be unto you 
a sabbath. At even of the 9th day of the month shall ye begin this sab- 

beth, and ye shall keep it from the one evening to the next.” “on Dan. 
Viii. 11, “unto 2300 evening-mornings.” 
§ 406. The divisions of the natural day are called morning, noon, even- 
ing, midnight: in the Hebrew p2 boger,, OTe teoharaim, “the two 
lights, or double light,” 2} ére, FIP MTT Ahatet halayilah, “ half- 
of the night.” The word ay éreb seems to denote both the last quar- 
ter of the sun’s stay above the horizon, i. 6. from about 3 o’clock to sun- 
set, and also the first quarter of the night. This is inferred from the 
expression Ὁ 2 1 12 bein ha-arbaim, “between the two evenings,” at 
which time the paseover was to be sacrificed, Exod. xii. 6. Numb. ix. 3; 
xxviii. 4; which same time is called, Deut. xvi. 6, Bown NID3 Kk boha- 
shemesh “as the sun is going down.” 


1 [deler, Handb. i. 477. Lehrb. 198. | contents of § 411, 418, 419, 423434, I 
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The night is divided into “watches” HAYDN ashmuroth, of which 
in the Old Testament times there seem to have been three. The first is 
not named ; “the middle watch” is mentioned Judges vii. 19, and “the night- 
watch of the morning” Exod. xiv. 24. 1 Sam. χὶ. 11. In the New Testa- 
ment we find mention of four watches: Matt. xiv. 25. 

ὁ 407. Of the months, none are mentioned by name in the Pentateuch 
except the first, which was previously the seventh. This is called the month 


Abib, DAN wn hhodesh ha-abib, “month of the corn in the ear: 8 
name which ‘sufficiently indicates its place in the tropical year. But this 
is further defined by the ordinance Lev. ii. 14; xxiii. 10. 11, which required 
that on the 16th day of the month, being the second day of unleavened 
bread, the first-fruits of the barley-harvest of the year should be offered 


to the Lord. The offering is called mie} omer, and consisted, as we 
learn from Josephus and various passages of the Talmud, of a cake or 
mass of the first-ripe corn roasted or parched. 

In this ordinance the Hebrews possessed a simple and most effective 
method of preserving the adjustment between their own lunar year and 
the solar tropical year. All that was necessary was, towards the end of 
the twelfth month to inspect the harvest fields in the warmer parts of the 
country, that it might be seen whether there was a sure prospect of suf- 
ficient ripe barley for an dmer by the middle of the next month. If it 
appeared that this was the case, the ensuing month was kept as the first 
of the year: if not, it was added to the current year as 8 13th or inter- 
calary month. “Moses,” says Aben Ezra, “nowhere enjoins whether we 
are to keep 12 or 18 months. He simply ordains that we are to begin 
our year with the earliest month in which ripe ears of corn are to be had: 
this month is to be the first, whether the year have 12, or whether it 
have 13.” Comm. in Exod. xii. 2. 

It appears from the accounts of travellers in Syria and the Holy Land 
that the barley becomes fully ripe in the warm plain of Jericho by the be- 
ginning of our April, ¢.e. within 10 days of the vernal equinox. Hence, in 
calculating the place of Nisan m any given Julian year, we must have 
respect to the time of the equinox. The 15th Nisan must not be placed, at 
the utmost, earlier than a week before the equinox. After a mild winter 
the barley may be sufficiently ripe for an dmer of green ears by that time, 
but not earlier. 

§ 408. The months began with the first observed phasis of the new moon, 
which in the clear atmosphere of Palestine would ordinarily follow within 
18 hours of the actual conjunction. No scientific calculations were neces- 
sary, or to be expected ; but, in the nature of the case, it could not fail to 
be known that the months thus observed proceeded by alternate lengths of 
29 and 30 days, with occasionally two contiguous months of the greater 
length. The more effectually to secure the regular observation of the 
moon's phases, on which all the great festivals of the year depended, the 


new-moon WIN WN rosh ha-hhodesh, “head of the new (month),” was 
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hallowed by a stated sacrifice. (Numbers xxviii. 11; xxix. 6). It is sup- 
posed by the Talmudists that each month began, by public proclamation, 
88 soon as the Sanhedrim received intelligence from two credible witnesses 
that the new moon had been seen by them. Whatever may have been the 
method in use, there is no reason to doubt that the new moons of Nisan and 
Tisri at least were observed with such precision as renders our astronomical 
calculations of the dates of Passovers and Tabernacles in any given year 
abeolutely correct. The only doubt may be, in certain rare cases, whether 
the paschal full moon preceded or followed the equinox. 

§ 400. It has already been intimated that before the Exode the Hebrew 
year began with the month called Tisri. Such was always the regulation 
of the Syrian year, perhaps we may say that it was the rule of the Semitic 
nations generally. Thus St. Jerome remarks, Apud orientales populos post 
collectionem frugum et torcularia October erat primus mensis, (Comm. in 
Ezek. i.1). Under the second Temple, this was the epoch of the Jewish 
civil year (as it is now), probably for convenience of intercourse with their 
Syrian neighbours: while the Ist Nisan was still the epoch of the sacred 
or ecclesiastical year, and indeed of the historical year. That the former 
arrangement, as the more‘ancient one, held place along with the latter, is 
indicated by numerous circumstances. Thus, the festival of the vintage is 
appointed to be kept TIT ANSI be-tzeth ha-shanah, “at the end of the 
year :” the feast of trampets on the 1st Tisri indicates the beginning of a year: 
the sabbatical year and the jubile or year of release, were proclaimed and 
commenced in that month: Job speaks of the days of his autumn, or seed- 
time,” meaning “the days of his youth,” or, as we should say, “the spring- 
time of life.” xxix. 4. 

In the Pentatench only one of the months receives a distinctive name, 
i.e. the month Abib. The rest are designated by the ordinal numbers. 
In the historical books we find the second month named Ζέυ If? 1 Ki. vi.1, 37; 
the 8th Bul 033, ibid: the 7th Ethanim ΤΟΝ, viii. 2. The meaning 
of the names is supposed to be, “month of brightness,” “ month of rain,” 
“month of flowing rivers.” 

§ 410. The ordinances of the festivals, as instituted by Moses, will be 
found in the following passages: Ex. xii. xxiii. 14—16. Lev. xxiii. Num- 
bers xxviii. 16 ff. xxix. Deut. xvi. Their names are, Pascha or Passover, 
Feast of Weeks or Pentecost, Feast of Trumpets, Day of Atonement, Feast 
of Tabernacles. 

1. The Passover, FIO Pesach, from a root, meaning “to pass by and 
spare. The name pesach is given to the lamb, which in memory of the 
destroying angel and of the mercy granted to the Israelites, was to be killed 
on the 14th day of the month, DIWrt 12. bein-ha-arbaim i.e. in the mid- 
dle of the afternoon, about 3 p.a. The lamb was to be eaten after sunset 
and before midnight of the same day, é.e. in the Hebrew reckoning in the 
first six hours of the 15th Nisan. Nothing was to be left of it until the 
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morning: whatever remained was to be burned with fire. From the 15th to 
the 2lst, inclusive, the festival is called the Feast of Unleavened Bread, 
TYNDM OM, hhag ha-matzoth, festum azymorum. The 15th and 21st were 
celebrated as sabbaths extraordinary. On the 16th the émer was dedicated, 
as the first-fruits of barley-harvest. 

§ 411. With a view to exact chronological calculations, it must be 
observed, that the night following the 14th or Passover-day, the night 
in which the Passover was eaten, was always the night of full moon: in 
other words, the νυχθήμερον in which the moon comes to the full, is always 
the 15th νυχθήμερον of Nisan. Thus, if the moon came to the full at any 
hour between sunset of the Julian 5th April and sunset of the Julian 6th 
April, that interval of 24 hours is precisely the 15th Nisan. Hence in 
whatever paschal calculations great accuracy is required, it is necessary to 
determine with minute exactness the time of full moon: this can only 
be done by means of the best modern lunar tables. 

The astronomical discussion of the year of the Crucifixion affords a 
striking instance of the necessity of exact calculation. Mr. Greswell by 
calculation of the moon’s mean motions only, finds that in the year 30 the 
moon came to the full between sunrise and noon of the 6th April. Hence 
he assigns the Passover, 14th Nisan (the day of the Crucifixion), to the 5th 
April. But the fact is that the moon did not come to the full till four hours 
after sunset of the 6th April: therefore the Passover, 14 Nisan, in that year, 
fell 6th April, the 15th Nisan began at sunset of the 6th and ended at sunset 
of the 7th April. 

§ 412. Feast of Weeks. From the morrow after the sabbath extraordinary 
= 15th Nisan, therefore from the 16th Nisan, seven weeks were to be num- 
bered: these led to the Pentecost: that is, the 50th day from the 16th 
Nisan (or day on which the dmer was dedicated) was the day of Pente- 
cost. For example: the 16th Nisan a.n. 29 was Sunday 20 March (the 
Resurrection-day): of fifty days, whereof 20th March, Sunday, is the first, 
the fiftieth is the 69th March = 38th April = 8th May, Sunday, which 
is therefore the day of Pentecost. 

This festival is also called the Feast of Harvest and Day of First Fruits. 
The latter name it takes from the édmer or offering of wheat-harvest, 
which was dedicated on that day. In its reference to the history, it is 
the anniversary of the giving of the Law. 

ᾧ 418. The first day, or new moon of the seventh month, is a very sacred 
day, the sabbath of νουμηνίαι, Lev. xxiii. 24. Numb. xxix.1. It was 
announced by sound of tritmpet, and hence is called the day of Trumpets, 
yom thruah. 

ᾧ 414. The 10th of this month is the yom ha-kippurim, Day of Atonement ; 


the only fast-day instituted by Moses. Hence it is called absolutely “the 
fast.” 


§ 415. The Feast of Tabernacles, hhag ha-succoth, σκηνοπηγία, begins on 
the 15th of the seventh month, exactly half a lunar year or 177 days, from 
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the first day of unleavened bread. It is also called hhag ha-asiph, “ Feast 
of In-gathering,” namely, of the vintage and oil. The feast lasted eight days 
in all: the Ist and 8th = 15th and 22nd of the month, were sabbaths extra- 
ordinary, and the last day was observed with peculiar solemnity: hence it 
is called, absolutely, ΓΝ atzereth, “ assembly,” πανήγυρις, “the last day, 
that great day of the feast,” John vii. 37. 

Sach was the regulation of the sacred year of the Hebrews, as we find it 
in the Pentateuch and historical books before the Captivity. 

§ 416. After the Captivity we find the months designated by particular 
names, which, Aben Ezra says, the Jews brought with them from Babylon, 
and this is the more credible, as the names are of Chaldee etymology. 
The names are, 


1. Nisan. 4, Thammuz. 7. Tisri. 10. Tebeth. 
2. Ijar. ὅ. Ab. 8. Marchesvan. 11. Shebat. 
3. Sivan. 6. Elul. 9. Kisleu. 12. Adar. 


To these it was occasionally necessary to add a 13th, which in the modern 
Jewish calendar is denominated Ve-adar, or second Adar. Some of these 
names occur in the later canonical books. 

Nisan, Neh. ii. 1. Esther iii. 7; where it is called the first month. 

Sivan is called third month, Esther, viii. 9. 

Elul, Neh. vi. 15. 

Kisleu, Zech. vii. 1. Neh. i. 1, (1 Macc. i. 57.) In the first of these 
passages it is called the ninth month. 

Tebeth is the name given to the tenth, Esth. ii. 16. 

Shebet to the eleventh, Zech. i. 7. 

Adar to the twelfth, Esther iii. 7,18; viii. 12; ix. 1. (2 Macc. xv. 37.) 

$417. The regulation of the Calendar in the times of the second Temple, 
is thus described by the Talmudists and Maimonides. 

“80 long as the Sanhedrim had its seat at Jerusalem, that is, till the 
destruction of the second Temple, the Jews reckoned the beginning of the 
new moon as well as they might [i.e. without a fixed Calendar such as 
the Jews have in use now]: but it was always a welcome circumstance 
when before the announcement of the festival of the new moon, two men 
of credit appeared before the council and said, At such atime we saw the new 
moon. If this was announced on the 30th day of the month, the Council 
declared the month then expired to be hhassar “defective,” and consecrated 
the new month with the exclamation “hallowed!” which the people re- 
peated twice. But if the 30th day elapsed without any such announcement, 
that day was annexed to the old month, which was accordingly declared to 
be full_NQD> male—and the new month began the next day without any 
particular ceremony of consecration. But as at this rate it might happen in 
cloudy weather that two or more months consecutively might have 30 days, 
whereby the Calendar would have been thrown out of its due adjustment 
to the moon's motions, it became an established rule that no year should 
have less than four nor more than eight ‘full’ months, 
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“On the first day of every month there was to be a particular sacrifice at 
Jerusalem, and a prayer, also, in all places. Besides, the due observance 
οὗ the great annual festivals depended upon the new moon. It was there- 
fore necessary to convey the speediest possible intelligence to all parts of 
the land; and this was done at first by signal fires, but afterwards by 
posts or messengers.” 

418. Perhaps this account of the matter will not bear strict criticism. 
Indeed it is hardly credible that after so many hundred years of attending 
to the phenomena of the moon, the Hebrews should not be able to deter- 
mine practically and empirically, without observation, the proper time 
both of νουμηνία and of πανσέληνος. The day of full moon, in most 
months, determines itself: when the sun is setting the moon is rising, and 
vice verai: and it could not fail to be known that lengths of 29 and 30 
days alternately would lead to the next πανσέληνος. Probably the full moons 
of the 12th and 6th months were noted with special care, in order to an 
exact determination of the 15th Nisan and 15th Tisri, and consequently 
of their νουμηνίαι. Besides, if the Jews under the second Temple had no 
fixed calendar of their own, their Syrian neighbours had': and in the New 
Testament times wo have ample evidence, in the writings of Josephus, 
that the Jewish and Syrian lunar reckonings were coincident. We have 
also abundant proof that (whatever were the measures taken to secure it) 
the 15th Nisan did always coincide with the Jewish day of the full moon. 
Thus Philo (Vit. Mosis. iii. 686) says: “In the first month, about the 14th 
day, just as the moon is about coming to the full, μέλλοντος τοῦ σεληνιακοῦ 
κύκλον γίνεσθαι πλησιφαοῦς, the Passover is celebrated. Again, τῆς δ᾽ 
ἑορτῆς (sc. τῶν ᾿Αζύμων) διχόμηνος ἄρχει ἡ πεντεκαιδεκάτη, καθ᾽ ἣν 
σελήνη πλησιφαὴς γίνεται. de Sept. et Fest. 1191. προνοίᾳ τοῦ μηδεν 
εἶναι σκότος κατ᾽ ἐκέινην τὴν ἡμεραν, thid.——And more fally still: “That 
not only by day but also at night the world may be full οὗ all-beanteous 
light, inasmuch as sun and moon on that day succeed each other with 
no interval of darkness between.” (Greswell, 1. 275.) 

§ 419. It seems, then, to admit of no dispute that the 15th of Nisan 
and Tisri at least actually coincide with the Jewish νυχθήμερα Of their full 
moons: consequently, when the Julian year is known, there can be no 
doubt about the Julian synchronism of the Jewish day in question—except, 
perhaps, when the moon comes to the fall within an hour before or 
after sunset. As this case does not occur in any of the paschal dates 
between a. ἢ. 28 and 33, our table for those years may be implicitly relied 


upon. 


1 The Callippic period of 4 metonic | der’s empire. Epiphanius also asserts 
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§ 420. Beside the holy days which have been described, and which are 
coeval with the giving of the Law, are the following, which had their origin 
during or after the Exile. 

1. “The fasts of the fourth, fifth, seventh, and tenth months.” Zech. 
viii. 19; comp. vii. 2—€& The events to which they refer are— 

1). The besieging of Jerusalem by Nebuchadnezzar, in the tenth month, 
namely, ss all the accounts shew, on the 10th of the month. 2 Kings xxv. 1; 
Jer. li. 4; Ezek. xxiv. 1,2. And this is the day, 10 Tebeth, on which the 
Jews still commemorate this event. 

2). The capture of the city by Nebuchadnezzar, on the fourth month, 
ninth day, Jer. xxxix. 2; lii.6. In the modern Jewish Calendar the fast 
is put a week later, to 17th Thammuz, being the day on which the daily 
sacrifice failed (Josephus, B. J. vi. 2. 1; Mischna, ¢. u. 7. 382,) in the 
Roman siege. 

3). The burning of; the first Temple, which seems to have begun on the 
7th of the fifth month (Ab) 2 Ki. xxv. 8, and ended on the 10th, Jer. lii. 12. 
It was also on the 9th-10th of the same month that the second Temple was 
burned by the Romans. The modern Jews commemorate both events on 
the 9th Ab. 

4). The fast for the murder of the viceroy Gedaliah (an event in which 
the Jews saw the extinction of their last hope, 2 Kings xxv. 25. Jer. xli.1.), 
is kept on the 3rd Tisri in the modern Jewish Calendar. 

§ 421. 2. The fast and festival connected with the history of Esther. 
The “fast of Esther” is celebrated on the 13th Adar: the “ feast of Purim” 
14th Adar; comp. 1 Macc. vii. 43. 2 Macc. xv. 36, 37. 


3. The feast of the Dedication, T2317 ἐγκαινία, celebrated on the 25th 
Kislea m memory of the Maccabean restoration, on that day of the year 
B. c. 165, after the Temple had been defiled just 3 years before, 25 Kisleu 
B.c. 168, by Antiochus Epiphanes, 1 Macc. iv. 52 ff. i. 57. 62. 2 Mace. x. 5. 
Joseph. Ant. xii. 7. 6. 

§ 422. The ancient Jews, before the destruction of the first Temple, 
seem to have used no fixed era in their chronological statements. The 
only exception is the mention of the interval between the Exode and the 
building of Solomon’s Temple, 1 Kings vi. 1. Elsewhere the year is defined 
by generations, by the years of a man’s life, or by the years of kings. 
The era of the Seleucid: is used in the Maccabean history and in Josephus, 
and continued in use, under the name ra Contractuum, down to the time of 
Maimonides. After that time, this era, though it is still given in the mo- 
dern Jewish calendars, was superseded by the “era of the world,” beginning 
3762 3.0. This was constructed, it is said, by Rabbi Hillel, who flour- 
ished in the early part of the 4th century. It may be worth while to 
notice the procedure by which he obtained his epoch. From the epoch of 
the Era of Contracts, Autumn 312 5. c., he counted back 112 years to the 
destruction of the frrst Temple 424 κα c. (164 years later than the true date), 
whence by means of positive notes of time in the scriptures, including 
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that of 1 Kings vi. 1, and with the help of his own interpretations, he 
obtained the year in question (340 years too late). 

The same Rabbi Hillel was the constructor of the modern Jewish 
Calendar, with which we are nowise concerned in this work. The reader 
will find a full and lucid description of its principle and construction in 
Ideler’s Handbuch der Chronologie, Vol. 1. 

ᾧ 423. To translate any given date of the Hebrew year into the Julian 
reckoning, it is necessary in the first place to know the year. This being 
given, the first day of Nisan, or what is more convenient, the 15th, or 
νυχθήμερον of the fall moon, must be ascertained by lunar calculation. 
If great exactness is required, there is but one way of proceeding: recourse 
must be had to the best lunar tables and a somewhat laborious calcula- 
tion, which cannot be described in this place. For ordinary purposes the 
calculation may be made on the principle of the moon’s mean motions. 
Even this labour is greatly reduced by means of cycles, the best of which 
for this purpose is that of 19 years, commonly called the Metonic cycle. 
The description of this cycle is briefly as follows: 

Nineteen Julian years, whereof four are bissextile, contain 6939 days: 
if there be five leap-years, 6940 days. 


But 235 mean lunations ~= 235 x 29°530588715 days 
= 6939°688348025 “---- 
The excess above 6939 days = 0°688348025 
= 16° 31" 13” 
The defect from 6940 days = 0°311651975 
=7> 28" 47”. 
Hence if the true instant of new or full moon at any given date be known— 
whether by accurate calculation or by observation—the date of a new or 
full moon 19 years before or after will be known, by adding or subtract- 
ing the excess or defect as the case may require; care being taken to note 
whether the 19 years contain five leap-years or four. 


For instance: 


Since the moon came to the full a.p. 30. 6th April 22" 05 52” 
The time of mean full moon a.p. 11 Oo} ΕἾ 8 47 
years containing 5 leap-years)............. 


is......... 7th April 5 29 39 
-16 31 18 


6th April 12 58 26 


Hence if the time of paschal full moon be known for 19 successive years, 
the mean full moons may be calculated for any number of years by sim~- 
ple addition and subtraction. 
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It must always be borne in mind, however, that this calculation deals 
with only one element of the question: beside this, there are more than 
a dozen others, amounting in all to a difference of half a day or more, 
earlier or later than the mean time. 


This seems to be the most convenient place for the description of the 
paschal cycles which were in use among the early Christians, so far as a 
knowledge of their construction is requisite for the purposes of this work. 
The reader who wishes for full information on this subject will find it 
in Ideler’s work to which I have so often referred, and in the earlier works 
from which he has derived his materials. 

ᾧ 424. Eight Julian years contain 2 x 1461= 2922 days; and 99 mean 
lunations = 2923'528282785. The difference, which is more than a day 
and a half, was not accurately observed by the early Christians in their 
paschal calculations: it seems to have been taken for granted, especially in 
the Western Church, that at the end of 8 years from any given epoch 
the paschal full moon would fall on the same day, and so on, in perpe- 
tuity. The reasoning which led to this erroneous assumption is thus 
described by Epiphanius, Her. 70.13. “The solar year has a length of 
365} days: 12 lunar months make 354 days. The difference, which is 
called the epact or epagomené, is 11} days. This is the epact of the first 
year. Hence the epact of the second year =224 days, of the third, 333. 
These 333 days make one lunar month of 30 days, which is added to the 
third lunar year as an intercalary or 13th month (€uforrcpoc), and 8 
remainder or epact of 33 days. Hence the epact of the fourth year = 11} + 
33-15 days: that of the fifth year= 26}: of the sixth 373, which gives 
ἃ second embolism of 30 days with an epact of 74. The epact, therefore, 
of the 7th year is 183, and of the 8° =18}+11}= just 30, which is the 
third embolism with no epact remaining. 

The error consists in the neglect of the fragment of time by which 12 
lunar months exceed 354 days. 

The scheme of the octaéteris here described is 
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ᾧ 425. Eusebius, E. H. νι. ᾿ς. xxii, and St. Jerome, de Script. Eccl. 
mention a certain “treatise of the Passover” composed by Bishop Hip- 
polytus, and a paschal cycle of 16 years, constructed by him. Among 
the extant works of 8. Hippolytus, Bishop of Portus, one is a Latin Chro- 
nicon in twenty sections, extending from the Creation to the last year of 
the Emperor Alexander, compiled, it is supposed, from a larger work of 
the Bishop's. The treatise on the Passover is supposed to be lost: of the 
cycle ascribed to him nothing was known, beyond conjecture, down to 
the year 1551. In that year a monument was disinterred near the church 
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of S. Laurence a Rome, a marble sistue of an ecelesiastic seated in 
ἃ chair, in very good preservation. On each side of the chair is an 
inscription in Greek: on the right side, a paschal ἐκκαιδεκαέτηρις, begin- 
ning at the Ist year of Alexander and proceeding threugh seven columns, 
with various notes affixed to certain of the dates: on the left, a table of the 
corresponding dates of Easter Sunday. That the statne represents Hippo- 
lytusis evident from the titles of his works with which the vacant margin 
of the first table is filled up: of which works, some are extant, and of 
the rest Hippolytus is otherwise known to have been the author. 

This venerable monument is preserved in the Vatican. Scaliger first 
published the inscriptions, with a hasty and inaccurate commentary. Grater 
also has included them in his collection. "Bucher gave them in a latin 
translation with a learned and careful explanation. Three engravings of 
the monument with exact copies of the inscriptions, and the commentaries 
of Scaliger, Bucher, Des Vignoles, Bianchini, and others, will be found in 
the second volume of the works of S. Hippolytus edited by Fabricius (Ham- 
burg, 1716). 

§ 426. The Canon has the following exordium or title: 

erovs a βασιλειας Αλεξανδρου avroxparopos eyevero καὶ ΔΙ τον πασχα 


εἰδοις ἀπριλλιοις σαββατῳ εμβολιμου μῃνος γενομένου. εσται τοις ἕξης 
erecw καθως ὑποτετακται ἐν τῷ πινακι. eyevero δὲ ἐν τοῖς παρῳχῳᾳ- 
κοσιν καθως σεσημειωται. απονηστιζεσθαι δε Se: οὗ αν ἐνπεσῃ κυριακη. 

“In the first year ef the Emperor Alexander, the xivth of the Pas- 
over fell on the Ides of April, Saturday, the preceding year having received 
an intercalary month. In the succeeding years the day will be as ia set 
down, below, in the table. In the preceding years, it fell as is here marked.” 

Then follows the Table, in seven parallel columns ef 16 years each. The 
first column contains the Julian date of the 14th day of the paschal moon 
for 16 consecutive years, with their week-days indicated by the first seven 
letters of the alphabet. The second, third, &c. columns contaia only the 
week-days, it being assumed that the Julian date will perpetually recar 
after 8 and therefore after 16 years. 

§ 427. The first year of the Emperor Alexander began a.p. 222. 
According to the Table, the 14th of the paschal moon in that year fell 
Saturday 13 April. The statement is verified by actual calculation. The 
purport of the Table translated into our reckoning is as follows:—I add 
to each column the years A.p. which are intended. 


> 


CANON OF 8&8. KIPPOLYTUS. 


§ 426, 427. | 


hops “Youmypy 98 “O14¥Z, ey) 03 Suypsoose ‘oxopossy, ᾿αὙ ‘goes = PE + 
OZ ZEIT XS+ES : 68 ᾽α Ὃ 203 sep [eyosed om porboy °F ‘9 “yyZa0s sy ayup [eyooed ay ΠΌΤ. Jo vad aq) MOY sived 511 = 91 X 2 29 οχάρχπτι ν 
hq 3uesyp sy yoyqa zak om 20 uopsedsuy (4 punoy oq [Im 992) 101}5 20 9:0)94ᾳ awok Luv 103 ‘uoou o~p Jo Tp] ‘asp reypeed om puy 


‘ung ¢ | ° ᾿ Ἱ eg d 


pas’ . . . . . (uD 
(Daxiz) “POM 3 ‘enperg) nd 9 


(Aj1a820A7) POM Ὁ 
ἽΝ» SS 
"OPA set sa ul Moore oy2 fo YIFT 


476 INSTITUTES OF CHRONOLOGY. [app. 1. 8. Vv. 


§ 428 The notes affixed to some of the dates, as ΓΈΝΕΣΙΣ XTOY, 
ΠΑΘΟΣ XTOY, EZQAOX, Ex. KTA AANIHA, refer to remark- 
able passovers, as the passover of the Crucifixion, of the Incarnation, (i. 6. 
Annunciation), of the Exodus, the first passover in the Wilderness, that of 
Joshua, Josiah, Hezekiah. For some of these events the Canon gives ἃ 
double date: one, agreeing with the Chronology of Hippolytus, the other 
deduced from some exposition of Daniel’s Prophecy of the 70 Weeks. 
Thus by Hippolytus’s calculation, the Exode preceded a.p. 327 by an 
exact multiple of 112 years: i.e. by 17x 112=1904 years, or 16Χ119 -- 
1792 years, &c. the first gives the year 1578 3. c., which is about the 
date deduced from the extant Chronicon of Hippolytus. The other com- 
putation placed the Exode mx 112 years before the year 236: suppose 
m=16, the date is 1792 years before 236=58.c. 1557: if m=17, the date 
is 1669. 

§ 429. In like manner, it appears that Hippolytus placed the Passo- 
ver of the Crucifixion mx 112 years before the year 253. Of course m 
must=2. Then 253-—224=29 a.p., the year which the early Western 
Church almost with one consent assigns to that event. The day of the 
month is 25th March, which is the date assigned by Tertullian, Lactan- 
tius, and by the Western Church generally (supra § 76 ff.) : and as the day 
of the week is Friday, the indication of the Canon agrees completely with 
the tradition which was most in vogue at the time. This result was doubt- 
less highly satisfactory to the author of the Canon, who evidently had no 
suspicion of the inaccuracy of his cycle. 

The true dates of paschal full moon in the year 29 are 18th March, 
21" 15", or 17th April 3° 7. The difference between these, respectively, 
and the date assigned by the early tradition, is+7 days or —23 days. The 
first, or +7 days is just the difference generated by 24 octaéterides -- 192 
years, which give + 24x 1°5282 days=364 days=1 lunation+7 days. And 
29+192=221. That is, if in a. "ἡ. 221 the paschal full moon fell 25 March, 
as Hippolytus says it did, and as an exact calculation proves to have been 
the fact, then in a.p. 29 the full moon fell 363 days earlier, that is the 
paschal full moon fell 7 days earlier: but these 36) days are neglected 
in Hippolytus’s calculation, hence he gives the date 25 March. 

It is worthy of remark that Hippolytus makes 18 March his earliest 
paschal limit. The Alexandrine Church insisted that the paschal full moon 
must not precede the 21 March, the date of the vernal equinox in that 
age: and this after the Nicene Council became the rule of the Church 
generally. That the 18th March was fixed upon for the paschal limit is 
easily explained by the fact, that this was indeed the very day of: the 
Crucifixion, and actually named as such in the Acta Pilati (§ 83). 

§ 430. In respect of the week-days, the structure of the Canon is 
ingeniously contrived. The author might have contented himself with a 
period of 7 octaéterids, or 56 years, which, as containing 2 solar cycles 
or 2x47 years, would have answered the purpose of bringing the same 
Julian dates to the same days of the week. But he perceived that by 
taking a double octaéteris for his fundamental cycles, he got the week-days 
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of the successive columns into the natural track of the week, only in the 
reverse order: thus 


1 2 83 4 5 6 7 8 
1 8... Fr. Th. Wd. Τὰ. Mn. 8u. | 8a. 
2 Wd. Tu. Mn. Su. Sa Fr. Th.| Wd. 
3 Su. Sa. Fr. Th. Wd. Tu. Mn.! Su. &e 


Whereas the order in a period of 7x8 years would be less’ simple: viz. 


1 2 3 4 ὄ 6 7 18 
1 Se. Tu. Fr. Mn. Th. Su. Wd.| Sa. &c. 
&c. 


§ 431. That the Canon was composed at the time indicated in its date, 
is placed beyond doubt by various considerations ; it may be sufficient to 
mention the two following: 

1. A very short time, two or three octaéterids at most, must have 
sufficed to shew that its indications were faulty: and when this was dis- 
covered, no one would have thought of perpetuating the Canon by engrav- 
ing it on marble. 

2. The dates of the octaéteris preceding the epoch a.p. 222 must have 
been obtained by actual observation. For these are correct, while the 
earlier dates are in error in one direction, and the later dates in the oppo- 
site direction. The Canon, therefore, was constructed upon the basis of that 
octatteris which extends from 215 to 222. This will be evident upon inspec- 
tion of the following table: 


PASCHAL M. PASCHAL M. 
-------------:..-..-.----.-: 

A.D. | By Cale. By Can. Error. 4.D. By Calc. By Can. Error. 
174 4 Apr. 13 Apr.+ 9 223 2. Apr. 2Apr. 0 
182 22 Mar.=20 Apr. 13 Apr.+ 7 224 22 Mar. 21, 20 Mar.—1 
0. 7 Apr. 18 Apr.+ 6 225 10 Apr. 9 Apr. —1 
198 9 Apr. 13 Apr.+ 4 226 30 Mar. 29 Mar. —1 
206 10 Apr. 18 Apr.+ 3 227 10 Mar. 18 Mar. —1 
207 30 Mar. 2 Apr.+ 8 228 7 Apr. 5 Apr. —2 
208 19 Mar. 21, 20 Mar.+ 2 229 27 Mar. 25 Mar.—2 
209 7 Apr. 9 Apr.+ 2 930 15 Apr.16 Mar. 13 Apr.—2 
210 27 Mar. 29 Mar.+ 2 231 4 Apr. 2 Apr. —2 
211 15 Apr.=16 M. 18 Mar.+ 2 232 24 Mar. 21,20 Mar.—3 
212 «4 Apr. 5 Apr.+ 1 238 12 Apr. 9 Apr.—3 
213 24 Mar. 25 Mar.+ 1 234 1 Apr. 29 Mar.—3 
214 12 Apr. 13 Apr. + 1 235 20 Mar. 18 Mar.—2 
215 1 Apr. 2 Apr.+ lor@ | 236 8,9 Apr. δ Apr.—3 
216 20 Mar. 21, 20 Mar.+ lorO | 237 29 Mar. 25 Mar.—4 
217. +8 Apr. or9 9 Apr.+ lor@ | 238 17 Apr. 18 M. 13 Apr. —4 
218 29 Mar. 29 Mar. 0 246 18 Apr. 13 Apr. —5 
219 17 Apr.=18 M. 18 Mar.+ lor 0 | 254 19, 20 Apr. 13 Apr. — 6 
220 5 Apr. 5 Apr. 0 262 21, 22 Apr. 13 Apr. -- 
221 25 Mar. 25 Mar. 0 270 22, 23 Apr. 13 Apr. -- 9 
222 18 Apr. 13 Apr. 0 
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It will be seen in a subsequent part of this work for what reason I 
have taken the trouble thus to attest the antiquity of this monument. 

§ 432. There is extant 8 paschal Canon of precisely the same construc- 
tion, commonly ascribed to 8, Cyprian, and published by Bishop Fell in 
the second volume of his edition of the works of that Father. Archbishop 
Ussher believes it to be the genuine work of 8. Cyprian. The Table which 
originally accompanied this treatise (Computus Paschalie) is lost; but the 
principle and details are so explicitly given in the treatise itself, that there 
is no difficulty in constructing a table similar to that of 5. Hipppolytus. 

The epoch is declared to be the 5th year of Gordian, Coss. Arriano et 
Papo, in which year, the writer informs us, the 14th of the moon fell 
12 Kal. April. feria 3=21 March, Tuesday, and Easter on Sunday 7 Kal. 
April = 26 March. 

The year thus indicated is 243 a.p.: and with this agrees the paschal 
date, which, of course, was given from actual observation. In 243 the Pass- 
over fell (by rough calculation) 21 or 22 March. From 235 to 254 there 
is, on the evidence of Mr. Greswell’s Tables, no paschal date nearer this 
than 25 March. Therefore if the year be not 243, it must be earlier than 
235 or later than 254, which is historically impossible. I am thus parti- 
cular about the year with a view to an argument which I shall after- 
wards have to produce from this Canon also. 

The author assigns the Passion to the 16th of Tiberius, by which, if 
he dates the years of Tiberius from their proper epoch, he means a. D. 30. 
But from the Passion to his epoch he reckons 215 years. This is a mis- 
take, for the interval 243-30 is 213 years: he was misled by the con- 
fused statements of the Fasti Consulares. Hence his year of the Passion 
is virtually Α. Ὁ. 28. The date indicated for the Passover, 216 years before 
the epoch, is 5 id. April, 6 feria=9 April Friday. 

As a Chronologist he had persuaded himself that the year preceding 
his epoch by two years (241 a.p.) was the periodical repeat of the Exodus 
passover: i.e. that the Exode preceded 241 a.p. by mx112 years. It 
appears from the treatise that m= 16: whence the date is 16x 119 -- 340-- 
1542 8.0. 
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The Table, as constructed from the Treatise, is as follows: 


By comparison of these dates with the calculated dates of Passover 
above given it will be seen that the fundamental cycle, of actual observations, 
must have been that which extends from the year 228 to the year 243. Before 
this term of years, the dates given by the Canon are regularly too late, 
and after it regularly too early. The Canon, therefore, was indisputably 
composed at the time indicated by its date. 

In the interval between 222 and 243 it had sufficiently appeared that 
the Canon of Hippolytus was in error. But the fact itself, that our com- 
putist adopted the selfsame period of 7x16 years, shews that he was not 
yet aware of the source of the error, namely, the wrong estimate of the 
length of the lunar year. 

§ 433. That the octaéteris was the cycle most commonly used in the 
early Church (except, perhaps, at Alexandria), surprising as it may seem— 
for the Metonic cycle and Callippic period had long been known—is proved 
by the statement of Epiphanius in the chapters from which we have before 
quoted. He is there arguing against the Audiani, and prefers to rest his 
argament on the supposed nature of the octaéteris, rather than on that 
of the Metonic cycle: for this reason, namely, because the Audiani rejected 
the Metonic cyle as an innovation. They objected to the Catholics that, 
from the time of the Nicene Council, they had forsaken the custom of 
the fathers in respect of the celebration of Easter. That is, the Audiani 
maintained that the octaéteris was the paterna consuetudo. 

Even as late as Venerable Bede there were some, it appears, who adhered 
to the old octaéteris. Verum etiam nunc sunt qui solis octo annos totidem 
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annis lunaribus putant dierum @qualitate componi: a fallacy which Bede 
thinks it necessary to refute. De Rat. Temp. c. 44. 

It was doubtless owing, in part, to the use of this and other faulty 
cycles, that the Christians even of the first three centuries lost the true 
calendar date of the Passion, 18th March. Tertullian makes it 25 March, 
on the authority of the Acta Pilati, i.e. of the copies which he had seen, 
for other copies preserved the true date. § 83. Hippolytus in a. p. 222 was 
led to Tertullian’s date by the accumulated error of his octaéteris ; Cyprian, 
only 22 years later, was led to reject Tertullian’s date, as it was not brought 
out by his cycle. And it is likely that the persons who in the second 
century, before Tertullian’s time, altered the reading from 18 to 25 March, 
were induced to do so by the circumstance that the paschal calculations 
then in vogue in the Western Church indicated only the latter date for 
the passover of the 15th year of Tiberius. Another source of error was 
the defective and confused chronology of the second century. We have 
seen that Cyprian in the third century erred two years in his estimate 
of the interval between the 16th of Tiberius and the 5th of Gordian. A 
similar error committed by a computist in Tertullian’s time would just 
lead to the date 25 March: namely, as in a. p. 31 the Jewish passover fell 
26 March, it would fall on the same day in a.p. 183. Possibly, in the 
vague reckoning of that age in the Western Church, it might be consi- 
dered as falling 25 March, and an error of two years in the estimate of 
the interval (29-183) would give 25 March as the paschal date of the 
year supposed to be the 15 Tiberius. In whatever way the notion origi- 
nated, it found the more ready acceptance as it was recommended by a 
kind of natural fitness for the occasion; the 25 March being at that time 
accounted the day of the vernal equinox, besides being the supposed date 
of the Annunciation. 

It appears that a cycle of 84 years was used in the Western Church 
before that of 112, (which in the nature of the case must soon have been 
discovered to be worthless). S. Cyril, of Alexandria, is express to this point: 
speaking of the two cycles, 84 and 112, he says of the latter, mor pejus 
aliquid addiderunt, which is true, for 84 years being a Callippic period of 76 
years plus one octaéteris, its error very little exceeds that of one octaéteris 
only. When the 112-year’s cycle was found to be incurable, the Western 
Church resumed the 84-year cycle. There is extant a paschal canon 
constructed on this cycle, and bearing date a.p. 298. 

The Alexandrine Church alone, in the first three centuries, possessed 
the science which was requisite for the calculation of paschal dates, past 
or future. Hence the Council of Nice commissioned the bishops of 
Alexandria to determine on what day of each ensuing year Easter should be 
celebrated. Cum his igitur atque hujusmodi dissensionibus (says 8, Cyril, 
Prol. pro Cyclo xcv. annorum) per universum orbem paschalis regula tur- 
baretur sanctorum totius orbis synodi consensione decretum est, ut, quoniam 
apud Alexandriam talis esset reperta ecclesia quae in hujusmods scientia οἷα- 
reret, quota Calendarum vel Iduum, quota luna, pascha deberet celebrari, per 
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singulos annoe Romane ecclesia literis intimaret: unde apostolica auctori- 
tate universalis ecclesia per totum orbem diffinitam pasche diem sine ulla 
disceptatione cognosceret. The yearly definitions issued by the Bishops of 
Alexandria were forwarded in epistles, which we find mentioned under the 
name of ἐπιστολαὶ ἑορταστικαὶ (Euseb. H. E. vit. 20); some of which are 
extant. I shall have occasion hereafter to appeal to their contents. There 
can be no doubt that the Alexandrine computations, after, if not before, the 
Nicene Council, were made with the Metonic cycle. But it does not appear 
that this admirable cycle was used for that purpose even at Alexandria 
earlier than the middle of the third century. Eusebius, in the passage just 
referred to, names Dionysius, Bishop of Alexandria (a.p. 248—265), as the 
author of two ἐπιστολαὶ ἑορταστικαὶ, in the one of which he used the 
octaéteris. The Metonic cycle, so far as appears, was first introduced by 
Anatolius, ἃ native Alexandrine, who became Bishop of Laodicea about 
A.D. 270. (Ideler. 11. 226.) 

The octaéteris was of course not used by Dionysius in that crude form 
which we find described by Epiphanius, and used by the framers of the 112- 
year cycle. Doubtless this learned Bishop was well acquainted with the im- 
provements which this cycle had received from Eratosthenes and others. 
His estimate of the lunation was probably that which we find set down by 
Geminus, viz. 29) + ἃ days, é. e. 29°530303, &c. days, which differs from the 
true length by no more than 0°0002856 days, which in 160 years amounts 
to only 0°56563 days, or 134 hours in defect. 

Clement of Alexandria records thus the dates of the Crucifixion which 
preceding writers had obtained by calculation: “Some say 25 Phamenoth 
in the XVIth Tiberius, others 25 Pharmuthi [just one lunation later], 
others again 19 Pharmuthi.” If the numbers are correctly given, I cannot 
explain by what process a computist of the second century could get them, 
except on the supposition either of very inaccurate lunar reckoning, or of a 
very erroneous chronology. For the dates are 21 March, 20 April, 14 April : 
not one of which days in any of the years 29—33 was at once the Jewish 
Passover and a Friday. This will be evident from the following Table :— 


A.D. 41 Mar. 20 Aprii. 14 April, Passover. 

28 δϑυῃ.......... TU. .ceereeees Wed. ......... 28 Mar. Sun. 

22. Μοη. ...... Wed. ...... Thurs. ...... 16 Apr. Sat. 18 Mar. Fri. 
90 Τα. ......... Thurs. ...... Fri............, 6 Apr. Thurs. 

31 Wed. ...... Fri. ....-..+- Sat......0...008 26 Mar. Mon. 

32 Fri. ......... SUM. oce.e none Mon. ....... 13 Apr. Sun. 

33 


Seat. ......... Mon. ....... .. TUscsesscsveees 2 Apr. Thurs'. 


1 According to Euseb. H. E. v. 23. , its near coincidence with the first result 
comp. Bed. de quinoct. the synod of | mentioned about the same time by St. 
Casarea in Palestine a.p. 195, issued a | Clement. I have no doubt it was the 
synodical letter, in which it was resolved, | result of faulty calculations, but of what 
passum esse Dominum ab xi Kal. Apr. | kind I cannot explain. 

ἐ.6. 33 March. This is remarkable for 
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Section VI.—Chronological Eras and thetr Epochs. 
The Olympiads. 
§ 434. Tse first Olympid began in the summer of B.c. 776, the second 


772, third 768, and so on; and the m® in 776 -- πι-- 1 x45.c. Consequently 
the year B.c. in which any given Olympiad began will be found by deduct- 
ing from 776 Β.0. 4 times the number m—1. For example: the Battle of 
Salamis occurred in Boedromion of Ol. 75.1. From 776 deduct 78 -- 1 χ 4 
= 296, which is the number of years elapsed from Ol. 1.1. to 75. 1: the 
remainder is 480. Hence Ol. 75. 1. began in summer of 480, and ended in 
summer of 479; and since Boedromion lies in the first half of the Olym- 
pian year, the date of the Battle of Salamis is 480 ».c. Again: the 
Varronian epoch of the foundation of Rome is Ol. 6. 3. spring. Here we 
have 776—5x4=756 for the beginning of Ol. 6.1. Consequently 754 for 
the beginning of OL. 6. 3, and the spring of Ol. 6. 3 lies in 753 B.c. 

If the sum of Olympian years is greater than 776, the negative remainder 
shews how many years of the era a.p. were elapsed at the beginning of the 
given Olympiad, 6. σ. Ol. 254 began 776-253 x 4 B.c. = 776 -- 1012 = — 236. 
But 236 years were elapsed in a.p. 237. Hence OL. 254 began in the summer 
of 237 a.D. 

The Olympiad, and year of Olympiad, corresponding to any given year 
B.C. Or A.D. will be had by laying out the interval from 776 B.c. to the 
given years in Olympiads. Thus, if the given year be m B.c., the interval 
is 776—m, and this divided by 4 shews how many entire Olympiads were 
elapsed. E.g. Socrates died in 399 5.0. spring. Since the Olympian year 
began in the summer, deduct 400 from 776, the remainder divided by 4, or 
7 = 94, shews that 94 Olympiads were elapsed, or ΟἹ. 95. 1. began in the 
summer of s.c. 400. If the given year be n a.p. the interval is 776+" — 1. 
Thus, to find the Olympian year to which the Crucifixion, 18 Mar. a.p, 29, 
must be referred: 776 +28 = 804’, or 201 Olympiads, ending in the summer 
of a.p. 29. Consequently ΟἹ. 202.1. began a.p. 29 summer, and 18 Mar. 
A.D. 29 lies in OL. 201. 4. 


The ZEra Urbis Condtte. 


§ 435. The estimates, made by different ancient writers, of the Olympian 
year of the building of Rome vary to the amount of 142 years. The era 
adopted by chronologists is that of Varro, 21 April B.c. 753. The Roman 
historians who use this era take no account of the difference between its 
epoch and the epoch of the consular year, which is also the epoch of the 
Julian Christian year. 

The Catonian tera begins a year later, 752 s.c. This is the wra used by 
Eusebius in his Chrontcon. The other was sanctioned by the Emperor 
Claudius, and is regularly followed by the best writers after that age, Pliny, 
Tacitus, Dion Cassius. (Ideler, τι. p. 165.) 


§ 484---457.} CHRONOLOGICAL HRAS. 483 


The year B.c. or 4,2. corresponding to any Varronian year v.c. will be 
found by remembering that 
1. v.c.= 753 B.c. Therefore 754 v.c.=B.0, 0, ἐ, 6. A.D. 1. 
That is, the year v.c. deducted from 754 gives the year Β.6., and the 
year u.c. minus 753 gives the year a.p. For example,— 
v.c. 750 = 754 — 750 = 4 Buc. 
u.c. 759 = 759 — 753 = 6 a.p. 
Vite vered,— 
the B.C. . 
δὰ ἘΣ yo ἀϑαῃὶ EF sr tpt 
E.g. 29 a.vp. = 753 +29 = 782 v.c. 
5 Β.0. 5 7δ4-- 6=749 v.0. 


The Consular Reckoning’. 


§ 436. The designation of the year by its Consuls continued in use 
down to a.U. 1294, a.p. 591. The most complete and accurate lists of the 
Consuls is given by Theod. Jansen v. Almeloveen Fastorum Romanorum 
Consularium libri duo: for the later years, after δῦ. 898, in Relands Fasti 
Consulares ad illustrationem Cod. Justinian. ac. Theodos. 

Before the 7th century, the epoch of the consular year varied. In the 
earliest times the Consuls entered upon office Kalendis Seztilibus ut tune 
principium anni agebdatur, Liv. πι. 6. In the time of the Decemviri, on the 
Ides of May, Jd. 11. 36; afterwards on the Ides of Dec. and Ides of March, 
iv. 37. v. 9. 11. (οὖ. 331—352) xx. xxv. xxx. (αὖ. 474—537.) But 
from and after αὖ. 601 the Consuls regularly entered upon office on the 
1 January. Cassiodor. Chron. p. 681. The 1 Jan. was thenceforth the first 
day of the Roman year. (Comp. Cic. de Legg. τι. 21; Ovid, Fast. τ. 79.) 


The ra of Nabonassar’. 


§ 437. This Aira begins with the accession of the Babylonian king 
Nabonassar. Its epoch, as defined in the Astronomical Canon of the ancients, 
is the lst Thoth=26 February of the year 747 n.c. The dates connected 
with this era are always those of the vague year of the Egyptians. To 
reduce any such date to the Julian reckoning, the rule is as follows: 

The year 747 3.0. is the year 3967 of the Julian period. Hence, on the 
26 February 747 n.c., there were elapsed of the Julian period 

3966 Julian years + 66 days=991 x 1461 = 1,447,851 


+ 731 731 
+ 56 56 
= 1,448,638 
? Ideler, Handb. 11. 145. 2 Ideler, Handb. 1.109, Lehrb. 54. 
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This we will call the Absolute Term.—Now each year of the era of 
Nabonassar contains 365 days. Therefore, multiply the number of years 
elapsed in the era down to any given date, by 365, and add to the product 
the number of days elapsed in the months of the current year. Add the 
sum to the Absolute Term, and the result is the number of days elapsed 
from the epoch of the Julian period down to the given date. These days are 
to be laid out in Julian intercalary periods by dividing them by 1461. 
And as the Ist, 5th, &c. years of the Julian period are bissextile, therefore 
the first year of the remainder is bissextile and the rest common. 

Ex. To find the Julian date of the 29th Thoth of the 27th year of 
the era of Nabonassar. 


Elapsed of the era 26 years = 9,490 days 


Days in Thoth ........c.cs.s-scceveees 28 , 
Absolute Term ............ oo. 1,448,638 
Sum......1,458,156 


This divided by 1461 gives 998 and remainder 78 And 998 x 4= 3892 
years. Therefore the given date corresponds with the year J. p. 3993, and the 
79th day, which, in bissextile, is the 19th March. And J. p. 9998 -- 5. ο. 721. 

§ 438. Connected with the era of Nabonassar is the so-called Astronomical 
or Regal Canon, which was used by the ancient astronomers for the purpose 
of recording the dates of astronomical phenomena. The Canon consists of 
the names of the several kings of the Babylonian, Persian, Macedonian, 
and Roman empires, with the length of reign in complete years. It is proved 
beyond all doubt, that the principle on which the length of reign of the 
Roman emperors is assigned, is the following:—the epoch of each reign is 
the Ist Thoth immediately preceding the proclamation, even if the date of the 
proclamation lies toward the end of the year. Eckhel says: Hae doctrinu 
adeo vera est, adeo solidis argumentis et exemplie stabilita, ut jam a nemine 
in dubium vocetur. This being the Egyptian usage in respect of the Roman 
emperors, it is highly probable that the Egyptian reigns are dated on the 
same principle: i.e. that the years of the Ptolemies are reckoned complete 
from the Ist Thoth immediately preceding each accession. Whether the 
earlier reigns, Babylonian and Persian, are reckoned in the same way, may 
perhaps be questioned: certain it is, however, that the years are counted 
complete at 365 days each, and that each reign begins 1 Thoth. Of courac 
therefore, the date cannot, in every instance, be that of the accession, but 
is probably the lst Thoth of the year in which the accession took place. 

The Canon is divided into four sections. To some of the names I affix the 
Julian date of the nominal epoch, or 1 Thoth. 
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BABY LONIANS. 
Name. Length of Years of AZra elapsed at Julian equivalent}. 
Reign. beginning of Reign. 
Nabonasear ........-14.....ccsccoscssers On .cccccseacceeeees Feb. 26 747 Β,6. 
Nadius............0.. Dic. cssvcssencscncs ) Ce 23 798 
Pon} ὌΝ Bresssesecsssesssee UBssctsesesesses ἐν 22 781 
Thulewns............... Biscescecereccecses >) Cee 21 720 
Mardokempad .....12............0+0008 QB... scccsccsceee cvceers .. 20 721 
Arkean...........0... 5. ccvccccecsecsees BB. ceccccccccces cocces ...ὄ 17 709 
1 Interregnum ...., 2.....s0.rerereeeee ABiorsresscareecesvsccvece 1δ 104 
Bilibus........00. voce Govessccosecsovsers BB .cccssoscccvcen cvvces ...ὄ 15 702 
Aparanadius ........ G.rcccccsceccscecee 48......... ΝΕ 14 699 
Regebel........ ...... L....ssccccceccseee 54. ..ccceceveccencocsscens 13 693 
Mesesimordak...... ye ΠΝ δὅ......... ΨΚ ....ὄ 12 692 
2 Interregnum ... 8........ crccccecce ὅθ.......... ΝΥΝ 11 688 
Asaradin...... ) rere 67... «ον οοοοοσοοοσο cscese 9 680 
Saoaduchin ......... QO... .sccevecsecees BO... ccccccccccees eeseccess 6 667 
Kiniladan............ QD. ..esceccncsescees 100...s0cees ccece seeescsens 1 647 
Nabopollassar......21......cesecseeeee- 12ZZ..serscceeseceeees Jan. 27 625 
Nabokolasear ...... 4B, csqesesersesressddrocccrpeveveccccssercees DL O04 
Iluoradam ......... Qiccecsccvececcsess 186...ccscccccvcccscscecees 11 561" 
Nerikasolassar......14.....ccccccccccecs 188........... ἌΝ . 10 559 
Nabonadius......... 17...... ecevcccseces 192. ..ccccsccsescsccsccceee 9 555 
PERSIANS. 

CYTUS..00000000ereee D..coceccscscnseees 209.......... οοοδοοοο 8}. 5 538 B.C. 
Cambyses «...+..++ B...csssseceseceeesD1Bsesecesesees ὌΝ 3 δ80 
Darius I. ....ὁ6..6. BB. csccvees veecceess 22GB. .aceccccccecceccecce 1 522 
Xerxes ......c.08- Φ1.....ὁἀο σον οονονοον 262......... Leoscecerece Dec. 23 486 
Artaxerxes J. ...41......cccccecseees 282... ον νενν νον ννοσοννν 17] 46 
Darius II.......... 1D......ccsceccesoes BZA. .crcencseceescceens 7 424 
Artaxerxes IT....46..........-.0se00. BAB... ccereecccescecceere 2 405 
Ochus............00 Q1....ssceesccesesere BED... ..cccscescneees Nov. 21 359 
Arogus ........0+. ee M10... ssescsesseesescens 16 338 
Darius ITI......... 4.....ἀὁονονονονννον 41925.....,.. (ον νόον. 16 386 


: The month-date may be verified by | Nov. ἄς. 
dividing the number in the preceding 2 T perceive that an error of a few days 
column by 4, and deducting the quotient | had crept into my calculation of the epoch 
from 26 Feb. = 57 Jan.=88 Dec. -- 118 1 of this king in p. 166, 
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GREEKS. 
Name. Length of Years of Era elapsed Julian equivalent. 
Reign. at beginning of Reign. 
Alexander ......... ee AIG. ..crccecccscceces Nov. 14 332 pc. 
Philip Arideus... 7.....0...ssesce00 424 (0)).......6 66. .Νον. 12 824 
Alexander II. ...12.......ccccecceoce T vevcccveccvecceccvece 10 317 
Ptolemy Lagi......20......cccccseserss 19...cccccesceccccevess 1 305 
Philadelphus......38......... ΡΝ 99... ὁ οονοονοονο peeees 2 285 
Euergetes I. ......25.....sscssssecsees TT vvecccesccess .... Oct, 24 227 
Philopator ......... 17Z.nccccsecssssceccs 102......... ἈΠ  ΆΊῃᾳ{ΨΈΕ 18 222 
Epiphanes ......... TA ercncccccevcecees 119.......ccccecserscece 18 205 
Philometor......... BB. coesccvcccesee cool ddecvcceceerevcccece 7 181 
Euergetes IL......29....cccccccccccssd (Brscscsscescssccces Sept. 29 146 
Soter ......ccesceess BE. caccccccccesccces 2OT cccsccccsscsscceene 2h 117 
Dionysius.......... 29... εν νννοσννονον 245.....ἁἀοονννννννοσονον 12 81 
Cleopatra .........--22..cccsscccveeceees 2722... ree re & 652 
ROM ANS. 
Augustus ..........0005 tS er 5 Sy Se Aug. 29 30 5.6. 
Tiberius .........0.0..- ) +) Tee BBO. ccccccccvccccces 20 14 4D. 
Caius ....ccccece ννενον , BBB... ccccccccssccccees 15 36 
Claudius ..........00+5 1, re 57 fy Pe 14 40 
Nero.......cccsscesseves ) Se eT) eee tee eee 10 54 
Vespasian --10. ... 40]... . 7 68 
Titus .........cccveccecees hee 404....... & 78 
Domitian ............... 1B...... ccecceeees 419.... ase 4 8] 
NEFVA.......2.ceeceeeceees | eee 420........ἀὁννννννενον July 8 96 
Trajan «... Ὁ ννννννννένεον | ee yh) re — 97 
Hadrian ............... 21... «ὐννονεννον 400.......ννκνννννννον 20 116 
f£lius Antoninus ...29......νννννοος 488.......... «οὐ ννοοσνον 21 137 
Marcus & Commodusg 82 ..........0000BNB..ccacceseesancces 15 160 
Severus ........eeeese | re BAD... ccecseccen acces 7 192 
Antoninus a. reer δ44.......ὑνννννννονον 1 217 
Alexander ............ 1B....cccc00 νον 567.. June 27 221 
Maximin ... .. Qescccecsccerens 560.. 94 2534 
Gordian ............05 ee BGG. . 00. cc ccececsecees 23 237 
Philip ..........0...0008 | ὐνὐνννένοον | Y > re 22 243 
Decius...........cccc0s | re 573.... 20 249 
Gallus ......0 ἐν ννννννννν 3... 576... — 250 
Galienus............... | eee 691 19 253 
Claudius ............... ) ee 592 15 268 
Aurelian ............... 6... ccesev scenes BOB... .cccccccsccccces — 269 
Probus ............0000.- Y ee GOB... sevecccccsecs ose 14 276 
Carus..........00cccecee0s Direseecvecee ove BOT... .cccscccsccsccecs 13 282 
Diocletian............... ZO. rc ccevecscees G27. .ecereceees ἜΝ — 984 
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§ 439. It is necdless for chronological purposes to pursue the Canon 
any further. At the reign of Diocletian begins the DiocueT14N zRa, which 
was much used in the Paschal calculations of the Alexandrines. Its epoch is 
B.C. 284, 13 June in the vague reckoning, or 29 August in the fixed calendar. 
The latter alone is used in ecclesiastical chronology. 

The Canon, we see, divides the whole interval between Nabonassar 
and Diocletian into two eras, of which the first is called the Zra of 
Nabonassar, the other, the Philippine /Zra, beginning with the 1st Thoth 
of Philip Arideus, 12 November 8.0, 324. 


The Era of the Seleucide. 


§ 440. ‘“‘Seleucus, afterwards called Nicator, at the second distribution 
οὗ the provinces of Alexander's empire, became possessed of Babylon. He 
had maintained himself in possession of his dominions for some years, 
when the fear of the powerful and ambitious Antigonus, who, after con- 
quering Eumenes, had grasped to himself the greater part of Asia on both 
sides the Taurus, compelled him to quit his territory and to betake him- 
self to Ptolemy Lagi in Egypt. This prince, upon his solicitation, invaded 
Syria and made himself master of the territory by the victory which he 
obtained at Gazafover Demetrius Poliorcetes son of Antigonus. Seleucus 
now, with an army which Ptolemy raised for him, marched upon Babylon, 
defeated Nicanor, the general of Antigonus, and in consequence of this 
victory became master of Susiana and Media. From this event, Ol. 117. 1. 
as Diodorus says, i.e. between the summers of 312, 311 Β.0. the era of the 
Seleucide bears date,—not, as some chronologists suppose, from the founding 
of the empire of the Seleucide in Syria, which occurred 11 years later. 
Antigonus, after the defeat at Gaza, hastened back into Syria and drove 
Ptolemy into Egypt, whereupon followed a succession of events which 
ended in a confederacy of Ptolemy, Seleucus, Cassander, and Lysimachus 
against Antigonus, and in the defeat and death of the latter at Ipsus in 
Phrygia. This occurred OL [119. 1. s.c. 304. The conquerors partitioned 
his territories between them. Seleucus who, following the example of the 
other generals, had already for some years assumed the title of king, received 
for his share Upper Syria, and made it the centre of a great kingdom 
extending from the Indus to the Hellespont. Cclesyria, Phenicia, and 
Palestine for the present formed part of Ptolemy’s dominions, but event- 
ually fell to the Seleucide. 

‘‘Thenceforth it became the custom in that part of Syria which was 
subject to Seleucus, to count the years from the battle of Gaza and his 
recovery of Babylon, in which event he laid the foundation of his great power, 
although at that time he did not bear the name of king. This is the famous 
era of the Seleucide which the Syrians used, and of which the Jews, under 
Syrian masters, availed themselves......... By it, the years are counted in the 
Books of Maccabees, under the name ἔτη τῆς βασιλείας ‘EAAnvey. 
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§ 441. “That this era began neither earlier nor later than the autumn 
of 312 B.c. is proved, inter cetera’, by two Syrian coins bearing the effigies 
of Hadrian and Caracalla. On the reverse of the one is TPITIOAEITQN 
HKY “year of the Tripolitans 428.” MHadrian’s acceasion occurred 11 
August u.c. 870=117 a.p. Hence the era in question cannot have begum 
earlier than August 442 v.c. 312 s.c. The other bears the inscription 
EMISOQN ΚΟΛΩΝΙΑΣ HK® “6528 of the colony of the Emisenes.” 
Caracalla became emperor 8 April 970 v.o. 217 a.p. Therefore if part 
of the year 528 /Er, Sel. belongs to him, the era cannot have begun later 
than 8 April u.c. 443. B.c. 311.” 

(That is, the year 1 Afr. Sel. includes 8 April and 11 Aug. of the year 
u.c, 443 = B.c. 311: namely, 


u.c. 970 (April 8) -- it = in part, Air, Sel. 528 


527 ..cecrecceee 527 627 
whence 443 (April 8) -- 444 = 1 - 
and v.c. 870 (Aug. 11) — 871 =in part, Zr. Sel. 428 

427 ceorcrassece 427 427 
therefore 443 (Aug. 11) -- 444 = 1 


Hence 1 ZEr. Sel. cannot have begun earlier than v.c. 442 Aug. 11; for 
if it did, the first of Hadrian would fall in the 429th year of the era, 
namely, 


then 428 ...........cccesecescseseecesseeseeers 869 
and 429 Er. Sel. began........0.+.-...-. 870 
Again, 1 Er. Sel. cannot have begun later than 8 April u.c. 443. 
For if 1 Er. Sel. * Regan (sey) 2 Apel u.c. 443 
then 528 . wees .- 970 


at which rate the 8 April v v.c. 970 would lie in the year 827 Er, Sel.) 

“‘ Again: in the Acts of the Council of Chalcedon the Nicene Confession 
is introduced with the following date: ‘ Coss. Paullino et Juliano in the year 
after Alexander 636 (i. e. year of the Seleucidee), on the 19th Dresius of the 
Greeks or xin. Kal. Jul.” The year of these Coss. is a.p. 825. The Syro- 
Macedonian year to which this date refers begins Hyperbereteus = October 
324 a.p. Hence the first year of the era, 635 years complete from Oct. 
324, begins Oct. 312 B.c.” 

That is, it is probable that the years of the Seleucide bear date from 
the same month-epoch as the Syro-Macedonian year itself, namely from 


1 (See a fuller collection of the proofs in Mr. Clinton’s App. p. 309 ff. to F. H. 
Vol. 111.) 
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October; and if so, then from Oct. 312 nc.’ Ideler proceeds thus to a 
more exact determination of the epoch :— 

“‘Ulug Beig, who reigned and wrote about 430 a.p. at Samarcand, says 
in the fourth chapter of his work on Epochs, ‘the Grecian @ra begins 
340,700 days earlier than the Arabian, and 344,324 earlier than the Persian.’ 
He has said before that it counts by solar years of 3654 days. Count 
340,700 days back from 15 July a.p. 622, which is the epoch of the Ara- 
bian sera, and 344,324 from 16 June a.p. 682, and we get 1 Oct. 312 8.0. 
= 4402 Jul. Per. as the epoch of the era of the Seleucide.” 

“‘ The sera of the Seleucidse is called by the Jews ‘the era of contracts, 
in reference, no doubt, to the use they made of it in mercantile transac- 
tions. By most of the rabbins, its epoch is rightly given as the beginning 
of 3450 of their mundane era = autumn 312 5.0." (Jd. 1 p. 531.) 

§ 442. “This is the era, es was before remarked, by which the years 
are numbered in the History of the Maccabees: where, however, it occurs 
under circumstances which call for further elucidation. 

“In the first place, it is to be remarked, that in these books the months, 
as everywhere else in the Old Testament, are reckoned from Nisan. E£. g. 
1 Mace. iv. 52. ‘On the 25th of the 9th month which is called Kisleu: 
x. 21. ‘in the 7th month, at the Scenopegia:’ 2 Macc. xv. 37. ‘the 13th 
of the 12th month, which the Syrians call Adar.’ It is not indeed a neces- 
sary inference that the years also bear date from Nisan ; nevertheless, it is 
unquestionable that in the First Book, at least, this is actually the case. 
This is proved by the whole context of events. E.g. in the 10th chapter 
it ia related that Alexander Balas in the 160th year came against Deme- 
trius. The latter, a declared enemy of the Jews, was compelled to sue for 
favour with Jonathan, and accordingly gave him leave to raise a military 
force: Jonathan thereupon began to rebuild Jerusalem, which was left in a 
state of devastation by the former wars: meanwhile Jonathan was appointed 
high-priest by Alexander (who likewise wished to ingratiate himself with 
him), and in that capacity was presented with a purple robe which he put 
on at the Feast of Tabernacles in the 7th month of the 160th year.” It 
is incredible that all these events could have taken place within the space 
of 14 days, as Sanclemente and others are obliged to suppose, who make 
the 160th year begin 1 Tisri* 

“But in the Second Book, which was the work of a different author, 
there is nothing to forbid the supposition that the years bear date as usual 
from the autumn: especially as there are discrepancies between the two 
books, which are best explained by the supposition of a difference in the 
epochs. Petavius; Cardinal Noris and others, are also actually of opinion 
that the Second Book follows the customary epoch, while the first retro- 
dates the years from 1 Nisan 312 B.c. But a difference of half a year is 
not enough. Let the reader judge for himself. Antiochus Epiphanes 


3 Mr. Clinton, who advocates the | books, appears not to have noticed this 
] Tisri as the epoch of the year in both ' argument. 
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died on an expedition against the Parthians in the year 149. 1 Macc. vi. 16. 
He was succeeded by his son Antiochus Eupator, of the age of 9 years, 
under the guardianship of Lysias. Hereupon the old war broke out afresh 
with increased violence ; and as it terminated unsuccessfully for the Syrians, 
Lysias and Eupator offered terms of peace in despatches dated 24 Dioscorus 
and 15 Xanthicus in the year 148’. 2 Macc. xi. 16. Now if this last year 
bears date as usual from Oct. 312 3.c., the date of those overtures must lie 
in the spring of 164 3B.c.; at which time, according to 1 Macc., Antiochus 
was but just dead. But the assumption of a difference of epochs amount- 
ing to a year and a half, viz. that 1 Macc. dates its years from 1 Nisan 
312 (half a year earlier), and 2 Macc. from 1 Tisri 311 (a year later than 
the true epoch), solves this difficulty without giving rise, so far as I can see, 
to another. Amid the variety of eras which were current in Syria, a dis- 
crepancy of this amount between writers perhaps considerably remote in 
place and time is not at all surprising, especially when it is considered that 
the years of the Seleucide in what is called ‘the Chaldean era‘ do in fact 
bear date from this same 1 Tisri 311 3.0.” (Ideler, 1. 5831-—534.) 


The Julian Period'. 


§ 443. As this period is frequently used by Scripture chronologists, and 
is for some purposes attended with greater convenience than any other era, 
its construction shall be briefly described. 

The object is to have a connected era which shall include the whole of 
the period with which we can be concerned in historical chronology, and 
whose epoch shall be independent of the contested question concerning the 
true epoch of the Creation. Besides this convenience, the era is to be so 
constructed that by simple division any given year shall announce its place 
in the solar and lunar cycles, and in the cycle of the Indiction. Therefore, 
as these three cycles consist of 29, 19, and 15 years respectively, a cycle 
compounded of these, or 28 x 19 x 15 = 7980 years, will answer the purpose, 
if it be attached to a year (beginning 1 Jan.) in which each of the three 
cycles was beginning: for then the remainder which results from the divi- 
sion of any given year by 28, 19 or 15 will give the place of the year in 
the three cycles ; 6.0. 3.P. 6538 thus announces itself to be the 14th year 
of the solar cycle, the 2nd of the lunar or Metonic cycle, and the 13th of 
the Indiction. Such being the structure of this period, the next question 
was, how it should be attached to the Christian era. In a.p. 1 the solar 
cycle was 10, the Golden Number 2, the Indiction 4. From these data it 
was required to ascertain what year of the Julian Period should coincide 
with a.p. 1. The problem is one of Indefinite Analysis, and its solution is 
as follows. 


[1 Asthe months Dioscorus and Xan- 4 begin at 1 Xanthicus=1 Nisan.] 
thicus are both referred to the same year, 9. Ideler, Handod. 1. 76, 587. 
148, it is plain that a new year did not 
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Let the year of the Julian Period which shall coincide with a.p. 1 be ὦ, 


then x gives a remainder 10, 
& 
19 , 


4, 
Hence 
1) Suppose #aAte or “5.4: therefo re a is a whole num- 
ber, and “- 284 +10. 
2) 5. “ 7-2 (which in like manner is integral) = oa +8. 


therefore ΕΝ call this B: then 4.98.8 γι a8, 


therefore Ὁ Τ᾿. is integral: call it C: then B=9C+8: whence 4 - 
19C' + 16, and « = §82C +4658. But 


a—4 532 C + 454 
3) --- Τὸ ΟΣ BE or 35 C+ 30 + 


54:8. Ad 


10 +4. 
15 


is integral: therefore 


mr is integral. Call it D: then C= 20.535: therefore TT 
is integral, and D=7E+ 4. 
But C=2D+7—*~ 15848; 
and @= 592C0+458= 532 x 15E+8 x 532 +458 
= 7980 E + 4714. 


In this equation let E=0: then 2 = 4714: é.¢. a.p. 1 =4714 Jul. Per. 

Hence to reduce a year B.c. into its equivalent year in the Julian 
Period, subtract from 4714: to reduce a year a.v., add 4713. E.g. 3.c. 6 
= 4706 3.p. and a.p. 29= 4742 3.p. To reduce a year s.p. to the Christian 
era, subtract the year from 4714 if it be leas; or subtract 4713 from it, if 
it be greater. Thus 4714 —4708=6 n.c., and 4742 .- 4718 = 29 a.n. 


The Solar Cycle: Calculation of Week-days. 


ᾧ 444. Since it is certain that the sabbatical or weekly cycle must have 
proceeded regularly down to our times from ἃ time long anterior to the 
Christian ra, it follows that if the date of any event be known, we can 
always ascertain the week-day with which it synchronized. For the date 
being known, the number of days is known by which the event preceded 
some known day of 8 given month coincident with a given week-day. This 
number of days divided by 7 will indicate the week-day by its remainder. 
Thus if to-day be Sunday, a day 45 days hence will be 6x 7 + 3 days hence, 
or three whole days after the beginning of a Sunday, therefore a Wednesday : 
and a day 45 days ago will in like manner be Thursday. In this direct mode 
of calculation, it should be born in mind that the enumeration starts from 
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Oh, Om. of the given week-day. Thus, if it be required to find the day of the 
week corresponding with the 5th April a. p. 30, Old style. We know that 
5 April a.p. 1840 was Sunday. The interval was 1810 years of Julian and 
Gregorian enumeration. But 1810 years of Julian enumeration at 1461 
days constantly to every 4 years, make 452 periods of 4 years and 2 years 
over. Of these two years, one, namely 5 April 1839 to 6 April 1840, was 
bissextile, of 366 days. But in 1752, at the alteration of the style, eleven 
days were dropt, and in 1800 one day = 29 February was dropt. Hence the 
calculation stands thus: 


400 x 14614 = 16009............ ὌΨΙΝ = 584,400 days 
50 x 1461 = 200.. . .... 78.060 
2x1461 =~ 8.. = 2,922 
1x 365 = 1 e = 365 
1x 366 = 1 cccescccccccccccccocs = 366 


1810 Julian years... = 661,103 days 
Deduct days dropt in 1752, 1800 12 
a Ss 


661,091 

Days actually enumerated from 5 April [ 94,441 weeks 

A.D. 30 Old style to 5 April a.p. 1840 plus 4 days. 
New style ......scceeee Ceeeececccosconecsecscceees 

Consequently, 5 April a.p. 30 was 4 days earlier than a Sunday, i.e. 
it was a Wednesday. 

§ 445. This is the ultimate reduction in every case, but in the case 
of such remote dates as a.p. 30 it is not actually necessary to resort to 
it when we possess a simpler rule. And such is the following. 

It is ascertained, by direct calculation, that 1 January a.p. 1 was a 
Saturday. Every 4th year of the Christian era is leap-year. Hence if m 
be the numeral of the year a.p., m—1 divided by 4 will give the number 
of periods of 1461 days, and the remainder so many of 365 days. Add to 
their sum the number of days from 1 January to the given day of the 
month, both inclusive. The sum is the ordinal numeral of the given date ; 
i.e. Saturday 1 January a.p. 1 being the jirst, the {given date is the xth- 
But in this series, the Ist, 8th, 15th, &c. are Saturdays: therefore the 
number 2 divided by 7 will shew, by its remainder, the current week-day 
of the given date. Namely, 

If the remainder be 1 2 3 4 ὅ 6 0. 
The day is Sa. Su. Mo. Tu. W. Th. Fr. 
For example :—Required the week-day of 5 April a.p. 30. 


30-1 gives 7 x 1461 = 10,227 days 


4 
plus 1x 365= 365 
1 January to 5 April inclusive............= 95 
Or 5 April was (from 1 Jan. a.p. 1) the 10,687th day 


1,526; Sth day. 


Here m = 30, and 


Therefore 5 April a.p. 30 was Wednesday. 
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If the given date lie before a.p. 1, the rule may be thus modified. 
Since every 4 years havo 1461 days, every 28 must have 7 x 1461 days, 
or 1461 weeks. Hence the Ist of January of the year preceding a.p. 1 
by 28, 56, 84, 112, &c. years will fall on the same day of the week as 
1 Jan. a.v. 1, é.¢. will be Saturday. Take therefore that multiple of 28 
which next precedes the given year, say mx 28; from this deduct the 
numeral of the year and proceed precisely as before. - 

Ex. Required the week-day of 2 October p.c. 6. Here the calculation 
may start from 1 January 28 B.c. 

28 —- 6=227 =5 x 1461 = 7,305 days 
2x 365= 730 
Ordinal of 2nd October = 275th day of year 


Ordinal of 2 Oct. 8.6. 6 = 8,310th day of cycle 


7 --... 
1,187 : -Ist day 


4.6. 2 October Β.0. 6 is Saturday. 
But here it must be noted, that one of the single years in the remainder 
may be leap-year: and allowance must be made accordingly. 
Required the week-day of 8 Dec. pc. 5. 
28-5 = 237=65 x 1461=7,305 


’ 3x 865 = 1,095 (n.c. 8, 7, 6) 
Ordinal of 8 Dec. = S43rd day of a leap-year s.c. 5. 
8,743 
1,249: 0. 


Therefore the day was Friday. 

§ 446. But the trouble of calculation is spared by the following 
contrivance. 

Since any 4 consecutive Julian years = 1461 days, therefore any 28 con- 
secutive years = 7 Χ 1461 = 1461 weeks: therefore in the 29th year current 
from any given epoch, the week-days will fall just as in the first. Now let 
the days of every year be marked successively with the letters A, B, C, D, 
E, F, G; the Ist January being always A. As January has 4 weeks and 3 
days, 1 February will be D: therefore 22 February, D. In leap-years, since 
24 February is the intercalary day, the letters proceed thus: 


22 Feb. D 22 Feb. D 
23 .. E 23... E 
24 F 24... *F 
25 eve F 25 G 
426 ... G 26 A 
27 ... A 27. ..ὄ B 
2 .. B 23... C 
29... C 1 Mar. D 
1 Mar. D 
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Thus, whether the year be common or bissextile, the 1 Mar. is always D, 
and the intercalation makes no difference in the arrangement of the letters, 
except ‘from 26—29 February. It is easy to see that in any common year, 
if A for instance be the Sunday letter, i.¢, if 1 Jan. be Sunday, it will be the 
Sunday letter throughout the year: but in a leap year, the Sundays after the 
intercalary day will fall one letter earlier, i.e. G. Thus every leap-year has 
two Sunday letters, one before 24 Feb., and one after. 

And as the common year has 365 days = 52 weeks and 1 day, the San- 
days of the following year will fall one letter earlier, and after a leap-year 
two letters earlier. 

§ 447. Hence if we assume a year, which shall be bissextile, and in 
which the Ist January is Monday, therefore Sunday letter = G, F, and 
make this year the first of the cycle, the Sunday letters of the following 
years will lie in the following order: 


Year of Solar Cyele. Dom. Let. Year of Solar Cycle. Dom. Let. 


Ὁ. 1 6. F. 1δ σ. 
2 E. 16 B. 
3 D. b. 17 A.G. 
4 C. 18 F. 
b. ὅ B. A. 19 E. 
6 G. 20 D. 
7 F. b. 21 C.B. 
8 E. 22 A. 
b. 9 D. C. 23 G. 
10 B 24 F. 
11 A. b. 25 E. D. 
12 G. C. 
fh, 18 F. E. 27 B. 
Yo OD. 98 A, 


Of the years which answer to the description above given, one is the 
year 8.0. 9. Hence the following rule: Zo the numeral of the year a.v. 
add 9, and divide the sum by 28. If the remainder be 0, the year of the 
Cycle is the 28th; if 1, the first; if 2, the second; &c. 

For example: a.p. 1841. 

1841+9 1850 


38 = - og = 66 with a remainder 2. 


The year then is the second of the cycle, and the Dominical letter is E: 
viz. in the Old Style. 

For the years p.c. Take that multiple of 28 which added to 9 will be the 
epoch of the Cycle neat before the date sought; to the difference between this 
and the year-number add 1, this is the year of the cycle. 
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Example: B.c. 165. 
6 x 28= 168 
+9 


B.c. 177 = 1st year of a cycle. 
165 


12 years of cycle elapsed. 
therefore 165 is the 13th of the cycle, and its Dom. let. is F, E. 


Description of the following Tables. 


$448. Taste I. is so constructed as to give by an easy calculation 
the time of mean paschal full moon through a course of 24 Callippic periods 
or 96 Metonic cycles: 24x76 or 96x 19 years. 

A period of 76 Julian years=27,759 days exceeds 940 mean lunations 
by 0°2466079 days, é.c. δὲ 55™ 60°. It consists of 4 cycles of 19 years, 
three of which comprise 6940 days each, and the other 6939 days. If the 
period be made to begin at the paschal full moon of a bissextile year, its 
first cycle will be that of 6939 days, which is short of 235 mean luna- 
tions by 16" 31™ 13°. Each of the other three exceed the number of Iuna- 
tions by 7" 28™ 47°. Hence, if the time of mean paschal full moon at 
the epoch of the first period be ¢, it will be 


at the epoch of the 2nd period, ¢- 55 55™ 7" 
co ecececceesccnccecens οὐδ Ord ......... €-2x{5 δ 7) 
ὁ οοονοοοοοοοσοοοονούσοδονοο Ath ......... t—-3»y{5 55 7 
and 50 on. 
Again, if the time of mean paschal full moon at the epoch of the Ist 
cycle of a given period be ο, it will be 


at the epoch of the 2nd cycle......... c+ 16" 31™ 13° 


—- 7 2 47 
neces cececsccnsccecvesess , OF ...«««ὐὐὐ €OY 2 BW 
- 7 28 47 
seseccecsccsecccevevesccocs 4th ..........8. + 1 33 39 


And since 365 days exceed 12 mean lunations by 104 15° 11™ 25° 
and are short of 13 mean lunations by 18 21 32 937, 


hence, if the time of paschal full moon in any given year be », 
in the next year it will be either ............cccccsccscsscsscoees p— 104 155 
OF...... »118 21; 
‘but if the intermediate February be bissextile, it will be p- 1] 15 
ΟΓ...... ptiz 21 
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Hence in the 1st year of the Ist cycle of a period, the time of mean pas- 
chal full moon being », in the 


Ond it will be....cs..ccscssessesessseeen »-- 104 15% 
18 2] 
ϑγὰ ee aeverecgeceees p+8 6 
-10 15 
ee ΗΝ wo. p- 2 9 
-11 15 
5th (bissextile) ........ἐννννννονννν νον p-14 0 


and so on. 

In each case, however, regard must be had to the time of the vernal 
equinox ; for the passover must not fall more than a week at most before 
that point of the year ᾧ 407. In the construction of four cycle this regu- 
lation, on the whole, is sufficiently observed. (In 1600 5.0. the vernal 
equinox fell 5or 4 April: its rate of precession is 7°76 days in 1000 years, 
or rather more than 3 days in 400 years: hence in 1200 B.c. it fell about 
2 or 1 April, and so on.) 

For the epoch of our system we take the year 1605 8. 0.) a bissextile 
year: in which the paschal full moon as calculated on the moon’s mean 
motion (independently of acceleration and other variations) from the be- 
ginning of our era, ἐ. 6. on a mean of lunations through 1600 years, fell 
April 11th 17" 165 50°. (The true time for so remote an epoch may be 
more than a day earlier.) By applying to this datum the periodical and 
cyclical and annual subtractions and additions, we get the time of mean 
paschal full moon in any required year. The corrections for period and 
cycle are given at their exact amount in order to prevent accumulation of 
efror: for the year, ἃ less degree of accuracy may suffice, viz. such as will 
give the mean day and hour. 

§ 449. The manner of using the Tables will be seen in the follow- 
ing examples: 

Required the mean instant of paschal full moon in a. pb. 31. 

The period begins 9 Β.0., and a.p. 31 is its 40th year, or 2nd year of 
its 8rd cycle, 


Time of paschal full moon in 9 B.c. April 6, 125 58™ 25* 
Epoch of third cycle (a.p. 30) ..........+ 0 9 2 = 


. 622 0 - 
2nd year of 3rd cycle, or 40th of period --10 15 -- ~ 


Time of paschal full moon in a.p. 31, Mar, 27 7 -- - 


(By actual calculation with solar and lunar Tables, the instant in a.p. 30 
was April 6, 22" 0™ 52°, in 31, March 27, 185 185 185) 
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Similarly: for the years 1096, 1013, 741, 725, 628, 606, 5. c. 


B.C. 1149 Apr. 10. 5.45 1078 Apr. 9.23. 80/769 Apr. 9.0. 4 
1096 _+:0. 9. 2 1013 + 0. 1.33) 14] + 0.6.31 
Sth yr, + 13.15. 0 Gist 10. 1.28] 28th 9.6.40 
5.0. 1098 Apr. 94. 5.47 τ 5-9. 0 _— 10-8. 0 
(By calculation, — 23.17. 0)/3.c. 1013 Apr. 6.16.23| 741 Mar. 30.3. 40 
5.0. 768 Apr. 9. 0. 9/693 Apr. 8.18.14 617s Apr. 8.12.19 
725 + 0.16.31 /623 +0. 1.38 606 
36th +13.15. 0| Zt (+6. 9. 0 12th — 0.21. 0 
Apr. 23. 7.40 623 Apr. 16. 4. 47 606 Apr. 7-15.19 
με or 29.12.44 (By actual ee as 
Mar.24. 18.56 Pr. 7.22. 48.46.) 


Again: to test the accuracy of our Table let us take its indications 
for the following years: 


B.C. 586 in which p.f.m. by calculation fell April 13. 7.54 


ABS ........ἀ ἀν νοο ΨΨὌΝΝ ve eeeaccecsecccccessseconse — 17.28.53 
161 ΦωροθΦΘιουφαοδρουφΦφθθοθοροοῦθθ SeSeeeersocageces eeocges — 6 ® 17 e 8 
4 SCCOSSSOSCOTESECOS Φοφοοφοθοοθοοσθοθφοθοθυφούοοώφοο Mar. 13 3 0 
A D 70 SeSovecsocscecccos ΦοφφθοονοφυφοθΘραοδοουοοοθθσοοσοούοο April 14 6 54 
1064 ...ccocrccccscccccccessccescscettccceccsseecccecees Mar, 26. 8. 0 
B.C. δ. = Apr. 8. 6.24) 8.c. 465 Apr. 8. 0.29]8.6. 161 Apr. 7.0.48 
536 455 
6th + 4.21. 0 ΠΝ =+ 9.18. 0 
536 = Apr. 13. 3.24 455 Apr. 17.18.29 
(error, —4 hours.) (error, — 5 hours. ) (error, +7 hours.) 
B.c-9 « Apr. 6.12.58|a.p. 68 Apr. 6.7. 3ja.v.144 Apr. 6.1. 8 
4 70 164 + 0.16.31 
δι - ai 17.39 
6th + 4.31. 0 Srd + 8.6.0 21st 6.17.3 
4 Apr. 10.23.58 ——— - - 1.16.0 
29.3.4 7 Apr 14.18.8 gg Mar. 26. 3.30 


Mar. 12.11.14| (τος, +7 hours.) (error, — 6 hours. ) 
(error, ~ 16 hours.) 


$450. Taste lI. The day of paschal fall moon, or 15th Nisan, being 
approximately obtained from Table I. or accurately by calculation with 
astronomical Tables, the julian equivalent for any given day of the Jewish 
year will be seen by inspection of Table II. Not indeed with absolute 
precision even when the precise instant of paschal full moon is known; 
for there is no certainty as to the order of menses pleni et cavi. Generally 
speaking, the order is alternate: whence if the 15th of the 1st month be 
known, the 15th of the 3rd, 5th, 7th, 9th, 11th, will be 1x59, 2x 59, 
3x 59, &c. days later: but the 15th of the 2nd may be 30, or may be 
only 29, days later, and so on. 

32 
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Example: Required the 17th day of Thammuz and the 9%h day of 
Ab in a.p. 70. 
By exact calculation paschal full moon a. ἢ. 70 fell April 14 6°; there- 


fore (§ 411) 15th Nisan was 14 April. 
Hence 1 Thammuz either 28 June or 27 June. 


1) Seer eee ere 14 July or 13 July. 
But 1 Ab certainly seoees 27 July. 
Θ....ὁὐενεννννε νόον σεενον 4 August. 


§ 451. Tasre III. gives the process of calculation by which the exact 
instant of paschal full moon for the year a.p. 29 was obtained. The 
Tables used were those of Delambre as given in the Encyclopedia Britannica, 
Art. Astronomy. In the same manner 1 have calculated the dates of true 
paschal full moon, for the longitude of Jerusalem, in each of the years 
a.D. 28—33 inclusive, to one or other of which years the crucifixion is 


certainly to be referred, § 64. 


A.D. 28 March 29... 
2of March 18...21 15 52 
April 17...3 7 465 


30 April 6.22 0 652 


ὄν 265 19° 


a.D. 81 March 27...13" 185: 18" 
32 April 14...11 11 29 
33 April 3...16 2 50 


And the following dates, in day and hour, or day hour minute and 
second, of paschal or other full moons: 


B.c. 1586 
1096 

606 

536 

456 


April 11... 0 47™ 55* 
April 23...17 0 0} 
April 7...22 
April 18... 7 
Mar. 30... 3 
455 April 17...23 53 8 
161 April 6...17 8 0 
64 April 14..19 0 0 
63 April 3..15 0 0 


1 The Tables given in the Encyclo- 
pzdia go back only eight centuries before 
our Era. Hence for the years 1096 and 
1586, there was a necessity for extending 
the Tables, a rather troublesome task, 
which, however, it seemed worth while 
to undertake, as it was of some import- 
ance to the object of this Work to as- 
certain the exact time of the Exodus 
Passover. The extension proceeded up- 
on the assumption that the several correc- 
tions, secular equations, anomalies, &c., 
follow the same Jaw of progression in the 


B.c. 38 Mar. 28...21" 05 0" 
37 April 15...15 0 0 
& Dec. 28...14 0 0 
4 Mar. 13...3 0 0 
Mar. 30...5 6 0 
70 April 14... 6 54 41 
Mar. 26...8 0 0 
Mar. 25...1 0 0 


eight centuries preceding Β. c. 800, as 
in the tract of time comprised in the 
Tables—In 1586 (by my own cyclical 
Table) the mean paschal full moon 
fell 
Apr. 11.17.15 
+ 0.16.31 


Apr. 12. 9.46 


later by 33 hours than the result of 
calculation. Regard being had of the 
moon’s acceleration § 397, the error is 
not excessive. 
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$452. ΤΙ» IV. gives at sight the dominical letter of any year B.c. 
or A.D. old style. 

Seven julian centuries contain 25 solar cycles: (25 x 28-700). And 
1 century or 36,525 days = 5,217 weeks and 6 days over. Now 1 Jan. a.p. 
1=8.c. 0 was Saturday, therefore dom. let.= B. Hence 1 Jan. in 


B.c. 100 = Sunday......... A a.D. 101 = Friday ......... C 
200 Monday ....... G 201 Thursday......D 
300 Tuesday ...... Ε 901 Wednesday....E 
400 Wednesday ...E 401 Tuesday ...... Ε 
500 Thursday......D 501 Monday ....... G 
600 Friday ......... C 601 Sunday......... A. 
700 = Saturday ...... B 701 Saturday ...... B 
800 Sunday......... A 807 Friday......... C 
and 50 on. 


My Table is formed by combining this cycle of seven centuries with 
the common solar cycle of 28 years, the former for the centuries, the 
other for the tens and units. 

Example. Required the dom. let. of 1586 3. c. 

In the centurial columns B.c. look out 15, and in the columns of tens 
and units s.c. look out 86: at the intersection of the column of 15 and 
line of 86 is D which is therefore the dom. let. of 1586 B.c. 

Required the dom. let. of 29 a. p. 

The column of 0 centuries a.p. and line of 29 years meet at B, which 
accordingly is the dom. let. of Δ. υ. 29. 


§ 453. Tanis V. Given the year and its dom. let. to find at sight 
the week-day answering to any given julian calendar-day. 

Example. In s.c. 1586 dom. let. Ὁ. required the week-day of 10 April. 

D coincides with Sunday in col. 5 of week-days, and 10 April coin- 
cides with Friday in that column. 

So: in a.p. 29 the dominical letter B coincides with Sunday in col. 7, 
and 18 March with Friday. 

In a bissextile year the day which in this Table is 1 March will be 
20th February: 2 March = 1 March, and so on. 

Thus: in s.c. 5 dom. let. B.A. required the week-day of 8 December. 

In the Table, look out 9 December: then since B coincides with Sun- 
day in col. 7, we have 9 December in a common year = 8 December in 
bissextile = Friday. 

Conversely: given the year and the week-day coinciding with a given 
day. To find the dom. let. of the year. 

Ex. 14 February a.p. 378 was Wednesday. Now 14 February coin- 
cides with Wednesday in col. 2, and in that column Sunday coincides 
with G, which is therefore the dom. let. of a.p. 378. 

This same Table will also expedite the calculation of intervals from 
8 given day to another. For instance, from 18 March to 4 August. Here 

32—2 ° 
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18 March = 77th, 4 August = 216th day of year, 216—77 = 139 days. 
* Again, from 2 October s.c. 6 to 8 December Β.0. 5 bissextile: here we have 
8 Dec. 342nd — 2 Oct. 275th = 67 days, which added to 366 gives 433 days. 


§ 464. Taszz VI. answers the same purpose more expeditiously. 
Note, that if the interval includes a bissextile February, 1 must be added 
to the numbers enclosed within the lines. 


Example: 18 Mar. to 4 Aug. = 18 Mar. to 18 (8 Ne = 153" 


MINUS . secsesesoee 14 
139 days. 
And from 6 Jan. a.p. 28 to 26 Sept.=6 Jan. to 6 Sept. = 244 
plus ...ccerecceeees 20 
264 days ' 


᾿ᾧ 455. Tasre VII. To facilitate the reduction of julian years into 
days, and into cyclical periods of 70 weeks (490°), 49 w. (343 or 7°), and 
62 w. (434°.) 
Examples: 
1. Required the number of days from 10 April 1586 3.c. to 4 August 
70 A.D. 


years 3B. ¢....1586 10 April to 10 August 122 
years a.D.... 69 4 Aug. to 10 —— 6 
4)1655 years. 10 April to 4 August 116° 


413. 3: and one of the 3 years (a. ἢ. 68) is bissext. 


400 3. p. = 584,400 
10 = 14,610 
8 = 4,983 


3 y. (1 0155.) 1,096 
10 Ap. to 4 Aug....116 


Sum 604,605 days. 


2. From 9 July 588 to 17 November A. p. 70 are 657 years 131 days, or 
164 .υ.». Ὁ 17+ 131% 


100 = 298x 490+ 80 426 x 77— 18 337 x 434 —158 
60 = 179x490-— 50 256 x 73 — 148 202 x 434- 8 
4 = 12x490- 36 17x 72+ 18 13 x 434 + 202 
1 = + 365 1x 7+ 22 1 x 434— 69 


+131 +131 +131 
490 x 490+ 0 100x7?+ 0 553 x 434+ 98 


---.-. 
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IV. Tasue or ΠΟΜΊΝΙΟΑΙ, Cvere. 
Number of Centuries. 3.c. 

0 1 2 3 4 6 6 

7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

14 15 16 17 #18 19 2 

21 22 238 24 25 26 27 

28 29 80 91 32 33 84 Tens and Units. Tens and Unite. 

35 86 37 38 39 40 41 B.C. A.D. 
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AB GA FG EF DE CD ΒΟ] 05 33 61 89 24 62 80 

Cc BA GF E ὃ 06 34 62 90 23 61 7 
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TABLE VII. For the Calculation of Cyclical Periods. 


Days. 400 Daye. 
1 Julian year com. 365 ore wee 
ς 0 + 366 
biss. 366 or 1-124 
2 com. years. 730 1 +240 
1 com. 1 biss. 731 1+ 241 
3 com. years. 1,095 2+115 
2 com. 1 biss. 1,096 2+116 
4 years= 1 Jul. per. 1,461 3- 9 
8 2 2,922 6— 18 
12 3 4,383 9- 27 
16 4 5,844 12- 36 
20 5 7,805 15— 465 
24 6 8,766 18— δά 
28 7 10,227 21— 63 
32 8 11,688 24— 72 
36 9 13,406 27- 81 
40 10 14,610 30— 90 
80 20 29,220 ~. 60—180 
120 30 43,830 89 + 220 
160 40 58,440 11941380 
200 50 73,050 149. 40 
240 60 87,660 179~— 50 
280 70 102,270 209-140 
320 80 116,880 299 -- 290 
360 90 131,490 2684170 
400 100 146,100 298+ 80 
800 200 292,200 696-160 
1200 900 438,300 894-240 
1600 400 584,400 1192 -- 170 
2000 500 790,500 1491— 90 
2400 600 876,600 1789+ 10 
2800 700 1,022,700 2087 -- 70 
3200 800 1,168,800 2385 + 150 
3600 900 1,314,900 2683 + 230 
4000 1000 1,461,000 2982 -- 180 
ΕΝ Days. Days. Days. | 
1 period 490 343 434 11 period 
2 980 686 868 12 
3 1470 1029 1902 13 
4 1960 81372 1736 14 
5 2450 1715 2170 15 
6 2940 2058 2604 | 16 
vi 3430 2401 30388 | 17 
8 3920 2744 3472 18 
9 4410 3087 3906 || 19 
10 4900 3420 4340 |! 20 
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343 Daye. 434 Days. 
1+ 22 1-— 69 
1+ 28 1.- 68 
2+ 44 2—138 
2+ 45 2 -- 197 
3+ 66 3 — 207 

3 b+ 67 3— 206 
4+ 89 3 +1659 
8+178 7+116 
138— 76 10+ 43 
17+ 18 13 + 202 
21 +102 17-- 78 
26 — 152 20+ 86 
30— 68 24 — 189 
344 26 2] -- 30 
38 +115 30 )+ 129 
43 — 139 34-146 
85+ 65 67 + 142 
128 -- 74 101- 4 
170.. 180 135 -- 150 
213-— 9 168 + 138 
256 — 148 202-— 8 
298+ 56 236 — 154 
94] - 83 269 + 134 
383 + 121 303— 12 
426- 18 997 — 158 
852— 36 673 +118 
1278-— 54 1010-— 40 
1704- 72 1347-198 
2130— 90 1683+ 78 
2656-108 2020-- 80 
2982-126 2357 — 238 
3408-144 2693+ 38 
3834-162 9090 -- 190 
4260-180 9966. 1δύ 
Days. Days. Days. 
6390 3773 4774 
5880 4116 5208 
6370 4459 5642 
6860 4802 6076 
7350 5145 6510 
7840 6488 6044 
8330 §831 7348 
8820 6174 7812 
9310 6517 8246 
9800 6860 8680 


[arr om. 


II. 


Remarks on the Scueme of Scriprure CuRono.oey constructed 
by Mr. Gresweut in his “ Dissertations on the Harmony of 
the Gospels,” and more especially on that Writer's Hypothesis 
of an Interruption in the Julian Calendar. 


§ 456. On a cursory inspection of the Tables of Dates appended to 
the “ Dissertations on the Harmony of the Gospels,” it will be seen that 
the results of Mr. Greswell’s investigation differ materially from those at 
which we have arrived in these pages. 


The cardinal dates of the scheme are the following: 


A.M. 1. = 4004 Β.ο. (24 April) 
Deluge ......a.m. 1657 = B.c, 2348 


Call of Abraham ....... 2004 

Exodus ......-scccsceeseees 1560 | 

David's accession........ 1054 

Solomon’s accession.... 1014 

Jeroboam’s accession... 974 ᾿ 

Seventy years’ captivity 606 

Birth of Christ .................. 4 Apr. 5 
Baptism.........e.-sseseeeeee a.D. 27 end of January 

Passion... .....-c-coeeesscoeee 30 “ Friday, 14 Nisan, 5 Apr.” 


(Vol. rv. 739 ff.) 

§ 457. The initial synchronism is identical with Ussher's, yet the other 
dates make it manifest that it was not obtained by the same process. How 
then? It was assumed in virtue of the “tradition ascribed to Enoch or 
Elijah” of the six millennia of the world’s duration (§ 310). Mr. 
Greswell accepts the tradition, and interprets it as implying that two 
millennia are the measure of the period from the Creation to the call of 
Abraham, and that two more expired at the instant of the Birth of our 
Saviour. This event he had previously assigned to p.c.4 April. ‘“ Now 
it is a singular coincidence, that according to the Bible chronology” (i.e. 
Ussher's), “which certainly was not constructed expressly to produce it, 
the birth of Christ if placed s.c. 4 is stated exactly at the close of the 
fourth millennium: forif a.m. 1, the year of the Creation, answers to B.c- 
4004., a.m. 4001 at the close of the fourth millennium answers to B.c. 4, 
the assumed date of the birth of Christ.” (Vol. m. p. 435.) 

It ig a singular coincidence, and perhaps is not altogether accidental’. 
Mr. Greswell, however, undertakes to shew, further, that this period of 
four millennia is distributed into two equal portions, with the Call of 
Abraham at the bisection, so that the period from the Creation to the Call 


1 Some remarks on this subject, pro- | must be reserved for the Addenda at the 
mised in p. 344, note, having been acci- | end of the Volume. 
dentally omitted in their proper place, 
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shall exactly verify the “duo miilia inane ;” from the Call to the Nativity, 
the “duo mila Lex ;” and from the Nativity to Christ's second Advent and 
the opening of “the millennium” or great sabbath, the “duo miilia Christus” 
of the tradition. But the Bible chronology (or Ussher's scheme) places 
the Call at 1491+ 430-1921 5.c.=4004—1921 = 2083 a.m.: whereas Mr. 
Greswell’s object requires that it should lie at the beginning of a.m. 2001, 
and that a.m. 2001 should coincide with s.c. 2004. He is concerned therefore 
to shew that Ussher'ss reckoning is wrong in one or other of its items, viz. 
1656 + 427 + 430= 2513 years. And it is thus that he proceeds to make out 
his point.—The year of the Flood is 1657 a.m.,and the birth of Terah lies 
222 years later, therefore at 1879 a.m. “At 70 years old, it is said that he 
had begotten Abram, Nahor, and Haran....I think it most probable that 
Abram was his second son. ... They were all begotten before he was seventy. 
.... The statement of the whole age of Terah, as it stands in the Hebrew 
text, cannot possibly be correct, and requires to be amended. For though 
Abram himself had been Terah’s youngest son, and born when Terah was 
seventy, the age of Terah at his death could not be computed as greater 
than seventy in addition to the age of Abram at the time when Terah died. 
Now Terah was dead when Abram was called into Canaan, and Abram was 
seventy-five years old when he was called into Canaan; Gen. xi. 28, 31. 
Acts vii. 4. Gen. xii.4: the age of Terah, then, before this migration 
could not poesibly have been more than 145 years, at which also it is repre- 
sented in the Samaritan Pentateuch.” (Vol in. p. 439—441.) At this rate, 
i. e. supposing these assumptions and assertions granted, the date of the Call 
into Canaan would be 1879 +70+75 =2024 n.c., which is 23 years later 
than the assumed symmetry requires. The Samaritan text, therefore, as 
well as the Hebrew, must be discarded, as our Author proceeds to inform 
us in these words: “ But the true length of the life of Terah, as it appears 
to me, was neither 205 nor 145, but 135 years. It is not said of him how 
long he lived after he begot Abram, Nahor, and Haran: his age must 
have been stated absolutely, viz. that he lived 80 many years and died, 
and hence the origin of the mistake. Moses might have written, “the days 
of Terah were 135 years,” which some scribe considering to be distinct 
from the time before specified, that he lived seventy years and begat &c., 
added the one to the other as making up the sum total of his life. And 
this conjecture is greatly confirmed by the result. For 70+ 135 =205'. 
The Samaritan Pentateuch, in like manner, taking Abraham to have been 
born when Terah was 70, added this to the number specified of 75 years, 
and so made the age of Terah 145 years. It is not likely that Terah 
would enjoy a longer life than Abraham himself, who died at 175 years, 
or than Isaac and Jacob who died, the former at 180 years, the latter at 147 
years,” p. 441, 2. The proposed alteration of the text might have becn 


1 How the “result” confirms “the | said over again in figures. This is ἃ 
conjecture” one is at loss to comprehend. | specimen of much of the reasoning em- 
The “result” is merely the same thing | ployed in the Dissertations. 
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worth considering, had the difficulty been otherwise insuperable. But, in 
truth, the exegesis needs no such violent remedy. The argument in support 
of the conjecture, derived from comparison of lives, is fallacious, indeed 
futile. Whether a man lived more years than his son, grandson and great 
grandson, is not a question of probability, but of fact. In the same way 
one might argue, “ it is not likely that Peleg, Reu, and Serug, would enjoy 
a longer life than Nahor and Terah.” This is mere trifling, unworthy 
of the name of argument. In this fashion, however, it is made to ap- 
pear that the death of Terah lies at 1879+135=2014: but this is still 13 
years too late, for we require the year to be 2001 a.m. It seems, how- 
ever, that this inconformity is easily remedied. “It is no unreasonable 
supposition that before Terah’s death and the removal into Canaan, Terah 
might have been 14 years residing in Charran, and consequently that the 
original call from Mesopotamia thither, in which he was concerned as well 
as Abram, took place a.m. 2001.” It should have been 18 years, for Terah's 
death, we have seen, lies at 2014 a.m. For this not “unreasonable sup- 
position,” (which were full as reasonable, if instead of 14 we should as- 
sume any number of years from 10 to 60), I find no reason alleged except 
this: that Origen, Julius Pollux, Syncellus, and the apocryphal book of 
Thara, suppose the θεογνῶσις of Abram and his removal into Charran 
to have occurred when he was 60 years old, i.e. fifteen years before the 
removal into Canaan. But, in truth, Origen says nothing of the kind 5 
he places the conversion of Abram 75 years before the Call into Canaan, 
supra p. 320, note: nor does the apocryphal writing; it makes Abram 14 
years old (read 74) at the first Call, thid. As for Syncellus and Julius 
Pollux, the matter is as Mr. Greswell! represents it: but who dreams 
of ascribing any authority to unsupported statements of this kind? 

§ 458. In this way, then, that is by means of an arbitrary alteration 
of the Hebrew text, and of a “supposition” equally gratuitous, we get 
the required dates: Ussher’s 427 years are reduced to 357, and the death 
of Terah and removal into Canaan, which is the epoch of the 430 years 
ending at the Exode, comes to 2014 a.m, and the departure into Charran, 
assumed to have taken place 14 [read 13] years earlier, is brought to 
2001 a.m. Which was the point to be demonstrated.—Hence it follows, that 
the date of the Exode is 2014+ 480 = 2444 a. m., or, (in consequence of the 
error of 1 year above-noted) 2445 a.m. And now it has to be shown that 
2001 a.m. coincides with s.c. 2004, and consequently 2445 a.m. with 
B.c. 1560: in other words, that the year of the Exode is 1560 8.c. That 
this is the true date Mr. Greswell is confident. “That nc. 1560 was 
the year of the Exodus may be shown, as it appears to me, both ἃ 
priort and ἃ posteriori, with a strictness and cogency of proof which, 
under the circumstances of the case, are much more than we might have 
expected; and which, as we may almost undertake to pronounce, will apply 
fo no year whatever except that: ἃ priori, by demonstrating its agreement 
with the course and succession of events from the Creation to the time of 
the departure from Egypt; and a posteriori, by shewing its agreement with 
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the course and succession of events from that time to the birth of Christ.” 
- Vol. m1. p. 438. Demonstrated ἃ priori! Yes, if one assumes, what is the 
-very point to be proved, and proved ἃ posteriori i.e. in the ascending line, 
that 1 a.m. = 4004 3. c., if one assumes this, and further assumes that 
exactly 2000 years from the Creation expired at the Call, and then again 
assumes that this Call is ‘the Call into Charran, and that it lies just 14 
years before the Call into Canaan, then indeed the Exodus will lie at 2445 
_4.M., Which if 1 a.m. be 4004 8. c. will of course be 1560 s.c. But let us 
-see how it fares with the demonstration @ posteriori; or, in plain words, 
how it is proved that from the Exode to 3.0. 4'are 1556 years, or, what 
is the same thing, that from the Exode to the 4th of Jehoiaskim, which is 
rightly assigned to 606 3.c., are 954 years. 


§ 459. The sum of the years of the kings up to 1 Solomon is made 408: 
this is possible, § 225, and we will grant the point, for I will not take up 
the reader's time in commenting upon Mr. Greswell’s treatment of this part 
of the chronology. Hence 1 Solomon=1014, and 1 David =1054, and 1 
Saul = 1094 Β-ο. The rule of Samuel occupied not less than 20 years, 1 Sam. 
vii. 2; “we may allow then (?) for both these periods 60 years in all,” 
‘p.447. Hence 1 Samuel -- 1114 8.0. “But Samuel succeeded to Eli ase ἐΐ 
would seem in one year's time subsequent to his death and the capture of the 
ark (1 Sam. vi. 1, 13, 21; vii. 1—3,)” Jb. Hence 1115 is the year of the ark’s 
restoration, and 1116 of its capture, iii. 447 ; iv. 463, 741. But the capture 
lies at the end of the Philistine servitude of 40 years, which therefore be- 
gan 1156. Again, these 40 years are the close of a sum of 390 years of ser- 
vitudes and judges, which therefore should have begun 1506 B.c. The 
Author, however, reduces these 390 years to 383, for he makes the first ser- 


vitude to have begun in 1499 s.c.: this he effects by calculating some of — 


the years as current: wiz. the first servitude lasted only 7, not 8, years: 
‘the second 17, not 18: the third 19 years, the fourth 6 years: Tola judged 
22, not 23 years: the fifth servitude lasted 17 years: and Ibzan judged 
Israel not 7, but 6 years:—in this arbitrary way, 7 years are struck off 
from the 390. Grant all this, still how are we to rise from the year 1499 
‘to the date of the Exode? First, we are to assume, without a shadow of 
proof, that the interval from the dedth of Joshua to the first servitude was 
‘S years. The date of Joshua's death then becomes 15041. Secondly, we 
are to assume, and as before without a vestige of proof, that Joshua out- 
‘lived the partition of lands 10 years. But the partition of lands took place 
in the 47th year from the Exode. Hence the year of the Exode is 1504+ 
10+ 46=1560. And this is the proof ἃ posteriori by which “it is shown 


1 The inducements for fixing upon | “in some sense” the meaning of Acts 
his year in particular are these: 1. it lies | xiii. 20: and perhaps, 3. it lies 390 
‘a millennium and a half before the birth | years before 1114, the Ist year of Sa- 
‘of Christ: 2. it lies 450 years before the | muel. 
accession of David, and this may be | 
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that s.c. 1560 was the year of the Exode, with a strictness and cegency of 
proof,” &c. Marvellous, that any man should mistake such a string of con- 
jectures and suppositions for “demonstration,” and end by quietly assum- 
ing that which he set out to prove ! 


§ 460. It is but fair, however, that we should notice a confirmatory 
ergument alleged by Mr. Greswell for the same purpose. 

It is taken for granted, and with good reason (see ᾧ 275 of this work), 
that the first sabbatical year commenced with the autumn of the 47th year 
from the Exode, é 6. 3.c. 1514 in Mr. Greswell’s Chronology. It is far- 
ther assumed, and I admit it without hesitation, that the cycle proceeded 
regularly down to the close of the times of the Second Temple. Was 
then the year B.c. 1514-13 in truth a sabbatical year, as proved by calcu- 
lating the cycles upward from any known sabbatical year of later times, 
suppose 163 s.c.? If it was so, we have a partial argument in favour of 
the assumption which identifies the 47th autumn from the Exode with the 
autumn of B.c. 1514: an argument amounting to this, that the year 1514 
B.C. is one of a series of years which may possibly, in virtue of the sabbatical 
reckoning, be identified with the first sabbath-year: ἑ. ¢. that 1560 5.6. is 
one of a series of years which may, so far, be assigned as the year of the 
Exode. But the argument clearly reaches no further than this: it tells 
per se no more in favour of the year 1560, than in favour of any of the 
years 1567, 1574, 1581, 1588, 1595, &c. or 1553, 1546, 1539, 1532, 1525, 8&e. 
But has the year 1560 5.0. even this amount of evidence in its favour? 
It has not, as the reader may satisfy himself by consulting the Table of 
Sabbatic Years in § 275 of this work. But Mr. Greswell assumes, in 
opposition to all that is known on the subject, that the sabbatical cycle 
* under the First as well as under the Second Temple numbered but 49 
years: ἡ. 6. that the jubilean cycle was wholly independent of the sabbati- 
cal: an assumption which no one will grant who has any sound knowledge 
of the matter in question. It therefore signifies nothing that the year 1514 
Β.0. is distant from the year 163 3:c. by an integral multiple of seven 
years. This remark disposes of a great number of pages in the Disserta- 
tions on the subject of sabbatical years. 

The statement therefore that the year of the Exodus is n.c. 1560 is 
neither more nor less than assumption; a consequence involved in the 
assumption that the “tradition of Enoch or Elijah” is true, and truly in- 
terpreted. The learned Author had determined that the millenary scheme 
should square with the chronology ; and this he has effected by retrench- 
ing and curtailing as it suited his purpose. 


§ 461. Before I proceed to the New Testament, it is right to notice the 
object for the sake of which the Author launched out from his proper theme, 
the Gospel History, into this long, and I must add, futile, discussion of Old 
Testament Chronology. Upon grounds which we will presently examine, 
the nativity of our Lord is assigned to the year “4 3.0. 10th Nisan = Sth 
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of tho Julian April and Saturday”. In the 11th Dissertation’ of his Appen- 
dix are announced “other coincidences, connected with this conclusion, 
which the Author thinks it not unimportant nor irrelevant to his general 
argument to mention” (iii. 430). Foremost among these stands one whieh 
is, in substance, as follows :— 

It is an ancient opinion that our Lord was born at the time of the vernal 
equinox. And there is an obvious fitness in such an arrangement: phy- 
sically, in respect of the time of the year and the course of nature; and 
typically, in respect of the Passover, the great type of Christ. But the 
Nativity took place no. 4, on the 5th of April, eleven days later than the 
equinox. This deviation from the symbolical and typical fitness of things 
requires to be explained. And the explanation is this: “If 5 April 3.c. 4 
was the true date of the Nativity, either the opinion that our Lord was born 
at the vernal equinox must be given up, and with it all regard to the 
analogy above mentioned; or April 5, in some sense or other, must still 
have been the day of the vernal equinox, or such a day as even then might 
justly be considered as the day of the vernal equinox.” (Jb. p. 431.)—I 
pause here to remark the strangeness of the expression. There is but one 
sense in which any day of past time could be the day of the vernal equinox. 
If the 5th April z.o. 4 was not the day of the equinox, but eleven days later, 
it was in no sense whatever the day of the equinox, and could not, except 
nonsensically, “‘ be considered as such.” One might say, with an equal de- 
gree of meaning, A certain event ought, in the fitness of things, to have 
happened on a Sunday. It happened, however, on a Friday: therefore, either 
all regard to the fitness of things must be given up, or the Friday, in some 
sense or other, must still have been a Sunday, or such a day as might justly 
be considered as a Sunday.—But to proceed with the explanation: Jf March 
24 was the date of the vernal equinor at the time of our Lord’s birth, it is eaay 
fo shew that in the year 1560 B.c. the equinox fell twelve days later than 
March 2A, 4. ὁ. tt fell on the 4th or 5th of the Julian April. Hence, though 
δ April B.c. 4 was not the actual day of the equinoz, it was the anniver- 
sary, in the Julian Calendar, of the day on which, in 1560 B.c., the equinor 
Sell. In thie sense “ ἐξ was still the day of the vernal equinoz, or such a day as 
might be considered analogous thereto.’ This is the sum and substance of the 
explanation in pp. 482-3. Iam at a loss for words to express my surprise 
that a scholar, writing volumes upon matters of chronology, should have s0 
little insight into the most elementary considerations relating to Calendars 
and measures of time, as not to perceive that he was gravely propounding 
the merest absurdity. For what he says comes, in fact, to this: In the fitness 
of thinga tt was requisite that the Messiah should come into the world on the 
day of the vernal equinox. Az the time predestined for this great event was 


1 “The 11th Dissertation has for its | &c. Vol. 1. xxxifi. This branches out 
object to render the conclusion respect- | into another Dissertation and a supple- 
ing the day of our Saviour's birth still | ment, more than 150 pages in all. , 
more probable, by making it appear,” 
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the year B.c. 4, and the equinow in that year fell on the 24th March, that 
ought to have been the day of Messiah's birth, a day precisely 1556 natural 
solar years after the vernal equinox of the year of the Exode. But about 
. forty years before this predestined year, Julius Casar framed a new Calendar 
upon an estimate of the length of the natural year, which, as it chanced, was 
so far erroneous, that 1556 natural years fall short of the same number of 
artificial Julian years by 11 or 12 days: so that on the day of vernal equinox 
in 3.0. 4, 1556 of these Julian years were not complete. Therefore the time 
of Messiah's birth was deferred by that number of days. This is the sole 
intelligible meaning of Mr. Greswell’s obscure and perplexed statement: 
the absurdity of such a representation sufficiently shews that the Writer did 
not clearly perceive the drift of his own words. Unchecked by any mis- 
giving, he proceeds with much gravity to impress the reader with a due 
sense of its importance. “Τὸ what purpose however is this conclusion? If 
it can be proved that 8.0. 1560, when this was the case, was the true year 
of the Exodus, and therefore of the first institution of the Passover, I think 
every one will allow it to be something significant. Our Saviour might be 
born in the fulness of time on the day which the connexion of the final end 
of his birth with the original appointment of the Passover had fixed long 
before; and consequently not on March 24, the date of the vernal equinox 
B.c. 4, but on April 5, the date of the same time s.c. 1560, if that year was 
the year of the Exodus from Egypt. That s.c. 1560 was the year of the 
Exodus might be shewn, as it appears to me, both ἃ priori and ἃ poe- 
teriori,’” &c. (as above quoted, p. 518). Then follows the argument, nearly 
eighty pages, which we have before analysed, and then a dissertation of the 
chronology of the kings of Israel and Judah, sixty pages more. It seems 
then that this entire discussion of Old Testament Chronology is introduced 
for the sole purpose of proving that the year 1560 is the year of the 
Exode ; and this, for the sake of making good this “not unimportant coin- 
cidence,” which, to speak plainly, is pure nonsense. 


ᾧ 462. We proceed to the New Testament; and first concerning the 
time of the Nativity, which, as before mentioned, is referred to 5 April 
B.c. 4. 

Here, in the first place, Mr. Greswell endeavours to set aside the argu- 
ment derived from the Eclipse, § 26, which is clearly against this date, by 
remarking: 1. that the calculation of eclipses is so precarious a matter, 
that even the best computations cannot always be relied upon: 2. that Jose- 
phus is a notoriously inaccurate writer; which charge is made out by a 
long list of his σφάλματα. 

Secondly : to the argument deduced from the years of Archelaus, § 29, 
is opposed the assertion that Dion Cassius has noted the deposal of Arche- 
laus under the wrong year. 

Thirdly: the argument connected with the year of the deposal of Herod 
Antipas is met, at an immense expence of historical erudition, with the 
assumption, for it is simply such, that Josephus was 60 ill-informed about 
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notorious facts as to place at Puteoli an incident which, in truth, must 
have occurred at Lugdusium in Gaul. See ὁ 31, note. 

ᾧ 463. The positive proof is summed up in the one single assumption, 
that the 34 years of Herod’s reign mentioned by Josephus are necessarily 
years complete. But if so, then, reckoned from the capture of Jerusalem 
Oct. 5.6. 37, they were not complete till Oct. n.c. 3: if from Nisan B.c. 37, 
not complete till Nisan s.c. 3 [at which time, accordingly, Mr. Clinton 
also places the death of Herod]. To this inference I am content to oppose 
Mr. Greswell’s own admission in another place: “ There is hardly a single 
date examined by us above which does not exemplify the principle of fose- 
phus’s mode of reckoning by current years as often as by complete.” (1. 207.) 

ᾧ 464. Having, however, satisfied himself that the death of Herod 
occurred Nisan Β.6. 8, Mr. Greswell thus proceeds to ascertain the day of 
the Nativity. Vol. 1. 328-378 (381-437. Ed. 2). 

It is assumed, as proved in another Dissertation, that the year 26 A.p. 
is the 15th of Tiberius in Luke iii. 1, and that the statement ὡσεὶ ἐτῶν 
τριάκοντα ἀρχόμενος by the most strict necessity asserts our Lord’s age 
at His baptism to have been not more than 80, but rather less. And, 
lastly, as above, that Herod's death occurred early in B.c. 3. Hence the 
Nativity must be placed at some time in Β.0. 4: for as the 15th of Tiberius 
began Ang. a.p. 26, our Lord was baptized between Aug. a.p. 26 and Aug. 
A.D. 27. The Nativity therefore must be placed between Aug. B.c. 5 and 
Aug. 3.0.4. For if we place it 6. g. Dec. Β.0. 4, our Lord’s age at baptism 
before Aug. a.D. 27, suppose at the very end of the 15th Tiberius, would be 
3 or 4 months short of the age of 30, which, we are assured, would not 
agree with 8. Luke's expression. 

§ 465. But in what way is the month-date “5 April” 8.0. 4 ascer- 
tained? The reply shall be given in the writer’s own words. “ I advance 
ἐξ as α conjecture, which to pious minds may not appear improbable (though 
δὲ must still be regarded as a conjecture), that the true date of the Nativity is 
the 10th Nisan.” (p. 390.) Namely, because it was typically fit that our 
Lord should be born on the day on which at the original institution of the 
Passover it was commanded that the paschal lamb should be taken up and 
set apart. That the Nativity must have occurred at or about the time of the 
vernal equinox, Mr. Gresweill thinks, is “proved” by the argument from 
analogy in reference to the facts of our Saviour's history in general (p. 386). 
For “all the cardinal points in the transactions of His own part in the 
Christian scheme are determined to the vernal quarter of the year. ... No 
special distinction is conferred, during His life-time, on any feast but the 
Passover. ... It ie just as probable that He would be born at one passover, 
as that He would suffer at another: and if the paschal lamb was the most 
expressive type of the great Christian sacrifice, it was not less agreeable to 
the analogy of the type that the true paschal victim should have been born 
at one passover, than that He should suffer at another” (p. 386). To this 
argument he adds another, in the analogy of several historical events: he 
contends, namely, that Isaac, Pharez, Moses, Solomon, were born in the 
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spring: the tabernacle was set up on the Ist Nisan: Saul appointed king 
about the Passover: Solomon's reign began in the spring, &c. But after 
all, “the knowledge of the actual day on which the Nativity took place may 
justly be ranked among the mysteries or secrets which are known to God 
alone.” Nevertheless, (adds Mr. G.), “I have advanced a conjecture that 
ἐξ might possibly be the 10th Nisan, and I have somewhat still to say in sup- 
port of this conjecture, which I have purposely reserved for the last.” 
(p. 389.) 

- § 466. Now as we read in the Prolegomena in Harmoniam, p. 135, 
that ghe birth of our Lord on the 5th April 3. c. 4, jam antea a nobie per 
innumera fere argumenta probatum est, we must needs infer that the 
“‘ conjecture” is exalted into certainty by force of the arguments here re- 
served for the last. They are these which follow: As the 10th Nisan p.c. 4 
began at sunset 5 April and ended at sunset 6 April, so the same day in 
Α.Ὁ. 27, “when our Lord began his ministry,” began at sunset 4 April, 
and the 14 Nisan a.p. 30 (the day of the Crucifixion) began at sunset 
4 April. That is, the Crucifixion occurred en the Julien anniversary of 
the Nativity (if this be 10 Nisan s.c. 4), and in the first year of our 
Lord’s ministry the Jukan and Jewish anniversaries of the Nativity coin- 
cided. “1 shall make no comment,” says Mr. Greswell, “on this coinci- 
dence, which if I am right in the principles upon which it is founded, 
exceeds any comment which I could make upon it; but I shall leave the 
pious reader, who cannot fail to perceive in it the clearest proof of the 
wisdom and providence of God, to meditate upon it for himself.” p. 404 
‘Nor is this all,” adds Mr. Greswell: and then he proceeds to show, that 
our Lord was born on a Sunday, presented in the Temple on a Friday, 
entered on His ministry on a Monday, as John had entered upon his; that 
the day in which our Lord completed His 11th year was a Friday. These 
coincidences, it seems, are momentous : and to them are added some others 
“of a truly singular and surprising nature,” (pp. 412, 3,) namely, that the 
14 Nisan=28 March in a.p. 66, which was the first year of the Jewish 
war—the 13 April=14 Nisan a.p. 70, which was the first day of the siege 
—the 17th Thamuz or Panemus, the day on which the daily sacrifice 
ceased —-the 24th Panemus, on which day fire was set to the outer courts of 
the Temple—the 8th Léus, on which fire was first set to the innermost court 
of the Temple —15 Lous, on which the Temple was burnt to the ground— 
and 7 Gorpieus on which Jerusalem was set on fire— were all Sundays. 
It will presently be shown that every one of these “singular and surprising 
coincidences” involves a contradiction in terms. Suppose they were all 
real, and ten times as many. Curious they might be, but surely they can 
commend themselves neither to piety nor to common sense, as having any 
weight in the primary determination of a question of chronology. 

And this is, literally, the whole of the tnnumera fere argumenta by which. 
the date of the Nativity is “ proved” to be the 5th April zc. 4. 

§ 407. The reader may be surprised that no notice has been taken, thus 
far in our review, of the argument connected with the sacerdotal cycle. 
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The Author has not overlooked this element of the question. In the Pro- 
lagomena, it is discussed at some length, but only with this result, that, 
although it determines the time of Zachariah's vision, it hgs nothing to do 
with the exact determination of the Nativity, either of the Baptist or of our 
Lord. 

For Mr. Greswell, starting from the Saturday of the conflagration of the 
Temple, which in virtue of his hypothesis‘of an error in the Dominical 
Tables he makes to be the 2nd of August, obtains for the entry of Zacha- 
ries, the date Saturday 30 Sept. n.c.6. The course Abijah therefore went 
out of office, 22 April n.o. 6, and 7 Oct. n.c. 6, and 23 Mar.no.5. Take 
the date 7 Oct. B.c.6. Then since according to the ancient authorities, 
the birth regularly follows on the 275th day from the conception, if Eliza- 
beth’s conception oceurred 8 Oct. Β. 0. 6, the birth of John would take place 
9 July no. 5, and the nativity of Christ six months or 183 days later (for 
Mr. Greswell takes the six months in Luke i. to be complete), é. 6. on the 
7th Jan. n.c.4. At this rate, our Lord's age would be 30 years complete at 
the time of His Baptism in January «.p. 27. But &. Luke's expression ὡσεὶ 
Tp. ἐτῶν apy. Mr. Greswell insists, must mean that our Lord was beginning 
to be 30 years old, His age therefore could not be 90 years complete: 
a fortiori, the earlier date must be rejected. But if Elizabeth conceived 25 
Mar. 5.0. 5, John was born 24 Dec. 5, and our Lord 24 June Β΄ο. 4. “At 
this rate, on 1 Jan. a.p. 27, our Lord's age was 29 years 6 months 8 days. 
Therefore if He was baptized at any time between 1 Jan. and Passover Α. Ὁ, 
27, it could hardly be said by an author so studious of exactness ag 
S. Luke, that our Lord was baptized when He was about 30 years complete, 
It follows that Elizabeth’s conception cannot have occurred immediately 
after the return of Zacharias, In other words, the sacerdotal cycle is not | 
implicated in the proof of the month-date of the Nativity. 

ᾧ 468. I pass on to the year of the Passion. This follows from the 
supposed sense of the “15th of Tiberius” in Luke iii. 1. Mr. Greswell, in 
common with several other learned chronologists, takes this to mean the 
15th of Tiberius’s participation in the empire. On this hypothesis sufficient 
has been said elsewhere (§ 71). 1 venture to assert that not a single argu- 
ment alleged by Mr. Greswell is of any weight for the proof of this forced and 
most improbable hypothesis. I acknowledge, that to adopt it would relieve 
the scheme of Sanclemente and Ideler, which I follow here, of no small 
apparent difficulty ; but, to my mind, it is condemned by its own intrinsic 
improbability. To the year, however, which is thus assumed, Mr. Gres- 
well adds 33 years for the joint times of the Baptist and of our Lord, and 
eo obtains the year 30 as the year of the Pasion. The day, of course, is 
to be determined by lunar calculation. It was the 14th Nisan, it should 
be a Friday. But the 5th April which Mr. Gresweil (by an error arising 
from his uncorrected calculation) identifies with the 14th Nisan, was, 
according to the Tables, a Wednesday. At once, and, most unfortunately, 
without stopping to consider the meaning of the terms, he affirms an error 
in the Tables. Dr. Hales, on a similar account, had insinuated something 
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of the kind before, but without troubling himself either to explain his 
meaning or to prove it. But Mr. Greswell has launched out into a dis- 
cussion and collection of “ proofs,” extending (on a moderate calculation) 
over three hundred pages of the Dissertations and Prolegomens. It is 
twelve years since the hypothesis was started in the first edition of the 
Dissertations; afterwards appeared the “Supplement,” with a long disser- 
tation on this subject: then the Prolegomena ad Harmoniam, in which the 
hypothesis is taken for proved, and a set of Tables extending through 
fifteen or sixteen hundred years is framed in accordance with it. Lastly, 
the second edition of the Dissertations appeared in 1837, in the preface 
to which the Author thus explains his object : 

¢ 469. “ The origin of the 27th Dissertation may be thus explained. Those 
who have read the author's work, are aware that he places the Passion 
on the Julian April 5. a.p. 30: which, if correct, implies that the Julian 
April 5. a.p. 80 coincided with a Friday. But according to the cycle of 
the dominical letter, the Julian April 5 a.n. 30, coincided with a Wednesday. 
In the opinion of the author of this work, the ὠρχὴ of this cycle is two 
days behind the truth; in which case the Julian April 5 a.n. 30 would 
actually coincide not with Wednesday, but with Friday. Now among 
other arguments which may tend to shew that April 5 a.p. 30 actually 
fell on Friday, one is to reason as follows. It appears from independent 
historical testimony that in such and such years such and such Julian 
dates of days of the month fell on such and such days of the week. 
Supposing the Julian April 5 a.p. 30 to have actually coincided with 
Friday, and the computation of time according to the Julian year to have 
gone on uninterruptedly ever after, would these things actually be the 
case? The author has applied this reasoning to three cases in point, the 
Julian date of the martyrdom of Polycarp, the Julian date of the 
martyrdom of Pionius, and the Julian dates of certain of the martyrdoms 
of the martyrs of Palestine—uniformly with a similiar result”. (This 
Dissertation occupies more than a hundred pages, Vol. 1v. 5381—638.) 
“The two concluding Dissertations (nearly a hundred pages more) are 
both supplementary to the 27th. The first of them arises out of the 
allusion to the paschal controversy,” &c....... “The second is devoted to the 
question of the coincidences between Julian days of the month and the 
corresponding days of the week, and the discrepancy in this respect sub- 
sisting between the indications of the solar cycle and the conclusions 
otherwise established in the course of this work; and it has for its object 
the decision of the whole controversy, by pointing at once to the true source 
of the difference in question, the fact of a correction of the style amounting 
to two days exactly, which there seems to be almost demonstrative reason to 
suppose must have been made by the Council of Nice; but which has been 
hitherto overlooked”. . 

It would seem that these portions of Mr. Greswell’s volames must have 
attracted very little attention ; that none of his readers can have thought it 
worth his while to examine. into the meaning and merits of an hypothesis 
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which its Author manifestly considers a point of no small importance. 
In truth, the hypothesis, even supposing it proved by clear historical 
evidence (which it neither is nor can be), is neither more nor less- than 
monsense in reference to the object it was designed to serve. That such 
is the case, a very little reflection might have convinced any person having 
the least insight into the meaning of chronological terms; and it is asto- 
nishing that a scholar like Mr. Greswell should have failed to discover 
this for himself. 


§ 470. The question at issue is as follows: Mr. Greswell having as- 
signed the Passion to the year 30, and having found by calculation (which 
happens, by the bye, to be inaccurate) that the 14th of Nisan in that 
year fell on the 5th of April, was bound to shew that that day was a 
Friday. “And” says he (Vol. 1. p. 413), “if the Passover is rightly cal- 
culated to that day, there can be so far no doubt that it did. For the 
passover at the time when our Saviour suffered immediately preceded 
the Jewish sabbath; and therefore if the passover that year fell upon 
April 5, April 5 immediately preceded the Jewish sabbath. The tables, however, 
adapted to the solar cycle according to certain(?) calculations, make April 
5 a.v. 80 to fall on the Wednesday, which is two days before the time I 
suppose. But the accuracy of such calculations ie not so implicitiy to be 
relied upon, that the 5th April may not still be supposed to have fallen on 
the Friday’! 

Now, since the interval from a given Wednesday in past time to the 
present time is two days less than that from the ensuing Friday; the 
hypothesis that 5 April a.p. 30 was a Friday must mean one of two 
things: viz. either that the weekly reckoning was not duly kept in the 
interval, é.¢. that some week or weeks had more or less than seven days; 
or else that the Julian reckoning underwent some interruption, ie. that 
some year or years had less than their normal complement of days. The 
former alternative is too absurd to be entertained for a moment, and 
Mr. Greswell, as we have seen, affirms the latter. Having sought proof, 
he considers himself to have found abundant evidence of the fact, and 
in the second edition of the Dissertations exhibits his hypothesis in this 
form: namely, that there is reason to believe that in the year 325 a.p., 
the year of the Council of Nice, there was an alteration of the style, 
which consisted in the omission of two days, so that the year 325 counted 
but 363 instead of 365 days. Suppose the fact to be as here represented: 
the consequence of course would be this, that any given Julian day 
named by ancient writers prior to a.p. 325 would lie two days nearer 
to our times, and therefore two days later in the week, than it would 
if there had been no such interruption. But will that prove that the 14th 
of the paschal moon in a.p. 30 was a Friday? Nothing of the kind; for 
this plain reason—because the Julian calendar has nothing to do with the 
question. If Mr. Greswell could have detected not one but a score of 
interruptions in the Julian reckoning, the question at issue would remain 


522 REMARKS ON ME. GRESWELL'S HYPoTHEs#S = APP. IZ. 


just where it was: the hypothesis is simply irrelevant and futile as it 
regards the matter in hand. 

§ 471. There is but one way of ascertaining the true date correspond- 
ing to the Jewish date 14 Nisan a.p. 30. (By “date” I mean, of course, 
by how many days, i.e. by how many revolutions of the earth on its axis, 
the 14th day of the moon next after the vernal equinox of a.m. 30, 
preceded any given day of later times, say for instance the 1ith day of 
the corresponding moon of a.p. 1842.) That is to say, we must retrace 
the moon's path, according to the laws of her motion, back from the 
point at which she stood on the given day of 1842, to the point at which 
she stood at the corresponding date of her age in a.p. 90. This is essen- 
tially the problem which has to be worked out in every such case, 
although for convenience’ sake, the question is in fact solved by means 
of various tables framed according to the Julian Calendar. The principal 
element, however, of the calculation is this: that on an average of many 
years, the moon completes her orbit, or is at the full again, in 29°530588715 
days. This element will give the mean place (or age) of the moon: 
there are indeed other elements which must be applied in order to obtain 
the true place (or age), and these may amount to perhaps 12 or 18 hours 
more or less than the mean ; see ὁ 449, 451. It will be sufficient, how- 
ever, for our present purpose to take the principal element only. 

In 1842 the moon was at the fall on Sunday 24 April 23" 28™ Greenwich. 
time, which is Monday 25 April at 1" 39™ Jerusalem time. Back from this 
instant to the synonymous Julian instant of a.p. 30, on the supposition 
of an uninterrapted decursus of the Julian reckoning Old Style, which 
continued down to 1752, are 1812 Julian years minus 12 days, or 661,821 
days. Or, to avoid all mention of the Judian year,—from the given instant 
back to the corresponding ¢ropicad instant of a.p. 30, are 1812 x 365°24224, i.e 


1000 tropical years 365,24224 


800 292,193°792 
12 4,382°90688 
1812 661,818°93888 


Measuring this period by 29530588715 days, we shall get the date of 
the mean full moon nearest the vernal equinox of a.p. 30: ts date,— 
meaning, by how many days, hours, minutes, &c. it precedes the given 
instant of 1842. Thus 

20,000 mean lunations = 590,611°7748 


2,000 59,061°17743 
400 11,812°235486 
12 354'36706458 
22,412 = 661,839°55428058 days. 


That is, the moon was at the full 661,8304 14" 185 before Monday 
25 April αν. 1842 at 1" 39". Or, what is the same thing, the first instant, 
0" 05, of the day of this full moon preceded the same instant of Monday 
25 April 1842 by 661,840 entire days. But these make 94548 weeks and 
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4 days over, consequently the day of that full moon, or 15 Nisan a.p. 90, 
began 4 days before a Monday, ἐς. was a Thursday, and the 14th Nisan 
therefore was a Wednesday. And thie result ie wholly independent of the 
tables and of the Julian Calendar. 

It appears then by this simple calculation that whether Mr. Greswell’s 
hypothesis of a correction of the Julian Calendar be true or false, the 
14th of the mean paschal moon im a.pv. 90 was a Wednesday, and the 
15th a Thursday. In fact, the Julian reckoning has no connexion what- 
ever with the essential facts of the case. Jt ie only for the convenience 
of @ name that we resort to it in any case of this kind. For the sake of a 
name, we lay out these 661,840 days in years and months of the Gregorian 
style or nomenclature as far back as 1752, and of the Julian beyond that 
year, supposing no interruption in the enumeration, and we find that the 
day (already found to be a Thursday) which began 661,840 days before 
25 April 1842 must on that supposition be called Thursday the sixth 
of April a.p. 30%. In like manner, on Mr. Greswell’s supposition, it 
will be called Thursday the fourth of April a.p. 30. But whether it 
be called @&th April or 4th April, the fact still remains, that the 15th 
Nisan (in this mean reckoning) was a Thursday. If any person will still 
mnaintain that the 15th Nisan, or day of mean paschal fall moon, in a.p. 
30 was a Saturday, he must prove that 22,412 mean lunations are not 
as all astronomers declare, 661,899°55428 days but two days less. This 
is the essence of the matter: the Julian reckoning, regular or irregular, 
has nothing to do with the question except by accident, i.e. for the convenience 
of a name. 

Nothing can well be plainer than this, and it is much to be regretted 
that Mr. Greswell did not get thus much insight into the matter, before 
he adopted an hypothesis which is totally useless in respect of the point 
which he wishes to establish. The consequence is, that he has gone on 
year after year, filling hundreds of pages with mere nonsense. Every line 
that he has written on the coincidence of Julian with Jewish days and with 
days of the week, involves a contradiction in terms. Thus when he says 
“15 Nisan a.p. 30=6 April,” he means by 6 April the day which began ss 
days before a given epoch (6. 5. 661,840° before 25 Apr. 1842): but when 
he adds “6 April = Saturday” he puts a new sense on the term 6 April: 
it now means the day which began m-—2 days before the said epoch (i.e. 
661,838¢ before 25 Apr. 1842.) The case is precisely the same with every 


1 For, in a.p. 1752 eleven days were ; 628,249 days in Julian years. They 
dropt at onee, i. 6. 1752 (bissextile)had355 | make 1720 such years with 19 days over: 


days only instead of 366: again in 1800, 16007 = 584,400 
one day (29 Feb.) was dropt. Therefore, 120 = 43,880 
from 25 Apr. 1842 back to the same day 194 = 19 
of 1750 are 92 Julian years with 13 days —_—_ —— 
dropt, i.¢. 33,501 days; consequently 17207 194 = 628,249 


we have to Isy out 661,640 —33,001: | snd therefore reach up to 6 April a.p. 30. 
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one of the many thousand propositions of this kind which occur in the Dis- 
sertations and Prolegomena': and all the Author's reasonings upon this 
subject only serve to shew that he has never clearly apprehended the nature 
and meaning of calendar-reckonings. 

_ $472. Thus, when Mr. Greswell wrote that the 14th Nisan in a.p. 90 
was the 5th of April, he did not clearly represent to himself what that 
term, “5 April a.p. 30,” stands for. He got it as the name for the 14th 
Nisan by help of certain Tables of Eclipses constructed by Pingré: viz. 
from a certain Julian date of an eclipse recorded in the tables he calculated 
that the 14th Nisan in a.p. 30 was the Sth of April. But when his hypo- 
thesis offered itself, he never considered that these tables were formed 
upon the assumption of an uninterrupted decursus of the Julian Calendar, 
and consequently, that on his own hypothesis, every date recorded by Pingré 
ought to be placed, é.e. named, two days earlier. Hence, in adopting the 
term “5 April” he virtually means the same thing as the Dominical Tables, 
for those are founded on the same assumption as Pingré’s and other astro- 
nomical tables ; in asserting that the 5th of April was a Friday, he means 
8, different thing, ἐ.6. a day two days nearer to the present instant. That 
such is the fact he is quite unconscious; and when he comes to state his 
meaning, one sees that the confusion arises from a want of a clear perception 
of what is meant by the term “year,” insomuch that he fancies that merely 
by altering the name of a day, he alters its place, or that by dropping two 
names of days, he annihilates the two days, i.e. two revolutions of the earth 
on fher axis. The tropical or natural solar year is one thing: the Julian 
estimate of the year is another: the day-names, 1 January, 2 January, &c. 


1 Oculis subjecta, the question stands 
thus: Let .4 be the instant of the l4th 
of the given moon, as calculated back 
from the given epoch B: the extent of 
time A B is therefore absolutely known. 
And as the case is the same however 
small the interval, we will suppose it to 
be one week only, é.¢. that the epoch is 
a day acknowledged by Mr Greswell, 
and on all hands, to be Wednesday 21εἰ 
of the moon and 12th April. Then upon 
the assumption of an uninterrupted de- 


14th Nisan 
15th 
16th 
17th 
18th 
19th 
20th 
2ist 


Wednesday 
Thursday 
Friday 
Saturday 
Sunday 
Monday 
Tuesday 
Wednesday 


cursus of week-days and Julian-days, the 
14th Nisan coincides with Wednesday 
5 April. Mr Greswell’s assumption of 
an omission of two days, i. 6. of iwo Ju- 
tian names of days, is represented in 
the 4th column, and gives 14th Nisan 
= ὃ April Wednesday, and 16th Nisan 
= 5 April Friday. His actual use of the 
hypothesis is to blend these two results 
together in the proposition “14th Nisan 
=5 April Friday’’; that is to say, to 
identify the 14th and 16th of Nisan. 


διὰ April 


3rd April 
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down to 31 December belong merely to the Julian estimate of the year—~ 
@ purely human device, the merits of which in respect of its relation to the 

true length of the solar year have nothing to do with a question of dates :—~ 
but Mr. Greswell sets out with a confused fancy that these day-names are 
somehow so necessarily connected with the tropical year, that the Julian 
year has no right to them, except so far as it truly represents the length 
of the tropical year: accordingly he puts a new meaning upon every day- 
name which he had derived from his Tables of Eclipses: the 5th April 
(e.g.) instead of meaning what it meant in the Tables, is now to mean a day 
at the same distance from the vernal equinox of a.p. 30 as 5 April is in 
A.D. 1842. He says: “J acknowledge no true measure of time but the revolu- 
tion of the tropical year, nor any true division of weeks but the succession of days 
in that year ; to which it is manifest no criterion is applicable like the solar cyole 
of 28 years (a cycle intended for the Julian year exclusively), but only the 
simple and natural one of the reduction of yeare into days and nighis, and of 
days and nights into weeks.” Vol. τη. Ὁ. 467. No true measure of time 
but the revolution of the tropical year! Surprising that any one should 
write these words without perceiving the absurdity of such a statement! 
As well might one say, on being set to measure the distance between two 
objects, “I acknowledge no true measure of space but the length of a pen- 
dulum vibrating seconds: you tell me that the distance is so many statute 
yards; your yard-measure does not truly represent the length of my pendu- 
lum, and therefore it is not a true measure of space.” Precisely in this way 
Mr. Greswell confuses the two notions, “true measure of time” and “true 
measure of the tropical year.” In all measurement of time the primary unit 
is the natural day, or time of one revolution of the earth on her axis: and 
when we speak of “the exact time” or date of an occurrence, we mean that 
it happened so many days and parts of a day before the present instant, or 
before any other instant the distance of which from the present is known. 
For convenience sake, we groupe these days into larger units called years: 
but what this larger unit shall be is a matter of perfect indifference for all 
purely chronometrical purposes. We then say that an occurrence happened 
£0 many years, days, and parts of a day ago: and be this larger unit “year” 

what it may, our measurement is true so long as its relation to the simple 
unit, the natural day, is fixed and invariable. Thus the ancient Egyptians 
took first a period of 360 days, afterwards of 365: each was a true measure 
of time though not (as they soon found out) ἃ true measure of the natural 
year. Everybody knows that the Chaldean and Egyptian astronomers used 
the year of 365 days, as one of their measures of time, for recording eclipses 
and the like. Thus a certain eclipse is set down as having been observed in 
such and such a year, and on such and such a day, hour &c.: meaning, 
that it happened m x 365 days plus n days, p hours &c. before a given instant. 
Now how absurd were it to say: This period of 365 days is not a true 
measure of time, for the natural year contains 365°24224 days: I maintain 
therefore that the said eclipse happened m x 365°24224¢ +n days +p parts 
of a day before the given instant”! Yet this is precisely Mr. Greswell's 
way of arguing on this subject. His astronomical authorities inform him 
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that a certain event (say a full moon,) occurred precisely m x 365} days 
before a given instant: upon which he argues, Since 3653 is not the true 
measure of the year, therefore the snid event happened m true years ago, or 
m x 365°24224 days, and not an instant more or less. I have already given 
one notable specimen of this abeurd confusion between names ‘and things, 
401. One more will suffice to shew that I have not misrepresented his 
meaning.—In the Prolegomena, p. 99, where he is speaking of the sacerdotal 
cycle, he proposes to find the number of days between 22 Sept. Βα 536 and 
2 August a.p. 70. Both day-names were got by calculation from Pingré's 
Tables, as equivalents to lunar dates, and consequently belong to the Old 
Style of the Julian reckoning, in which 1461 days go to every four years. 
The calculation therefore is very simple: we have 605 Julian years mines 
§1 days: 
é 6. 600 Julian years = 150 x 4 = 219,150 


4 = j]x4= 1,461 
1 com. year 365 
220,976 | 

minus δὶ 
220,925 


But Mr. Greswell’s calculation stands thus: “The internal is 605’ neinus 
51‘. Deduct for the corrections of our Calendar made in the mean time, 5 
days: therefore the interval is 220,920 days. In other words, Because 605 
Julkan years = 605 Greswellian years plus 5 days, therefore the moon did not 
take 220,925 days, as astronomers say she did, to get from point a to point ὃ, 
but five days less.—And it is just the same with all his other calculations 
of this kind. 

In consequence of this strange confusion, the Cyclical Tables at the end 
of the Prolegomena must be altered in all the columns of dominical letters 
and week days. The month-days there registered are days of the Julian 
Calendar Old Style, and are probably correct enough for all ordinary 
purposes: the week-dates give the coincidence of certain week-days with the 
synonymous month-days, not of the Julian, but of the Greswellian style of 
the Calendar. In every instance the reader must correct the registered 
week-day to a day two days earlier, reading Sunday wherever Mr. Greswell’s 
table gives Tuesday, and s0 on. 

ᾧ 473. Thus far, we have considered the hypothesis as it relates to Jewish 
or lunar calendar-dates converted by lunar calculation into names of the 
Julian reckoning. It was framed for the particular purpose of shewing 
that the 14th day of the paschal moon im a.p. 30 was a Friday, whereas 
the calculation of the Writer himself makes it a Wedneaday. It is therefore 
wholly futile in reference to that purpose. It would have been far better, 
because at least not intrinsically absurd, to have followed in the track of 
Petavius and some other chronologists ; namely, to allege that the days 
of the Jewish lunar calendar cannot be known to have regularly coincided with 
the corresponding days of the moon’s age. There is no absurdity, at least, in 
supposing that the 14th Nisan might now and then coincide, through a 
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fault in the reckoning, with the 16th of the moon's age. Such a supposition 
indeed, is not probable, either ἃ priori, when it is considered that a nation 
which for 1500 years had been bound by religious duties to an observance 
of the moon’s phases must have acquired a sufficient practical, if not scientific, 
knowledge of the moon’s motions to ensure regularity at least in respect of 
the time of the great religious festival of the Passover: nor does it look 
more probable upon examination, since wherever we have the means of 
testing the accuracy of the Jewish reckoning, it stands the test. But at 
least it involves no physical absurdity. I cannot help surmising, however, 
that had Mr. Greswell been aware of the fact disclosed by strict lunar 
calculation with the best modern tables, viz. that by his own rule (which I 
also have followed), the 14th Nisan a.p. 30 would end and the 15th begin at 
sunset of Thuraday the 6th April, his view of the time of the last Passover 
and of the Passion would have been a different one; ie. that he would 
have assigned the Passion (with Hales and others) to the 15th Nisan. For 
this too, there is much to be said: one might urge the express words of the 
three first Gospels against a single incidental expression of 8. John: at all 
events, this view involves no physical absurdity. 


ᾧ 474. But it is time now to pass on to the proof of my second assertion, 
namely, that the hypothesis of a change of style in the Julian Calendar 
before the time of the Gregorian reformation is wholly untenable: in other 
words, that the Julian Calendar proceeded regularly from the beginning of 
our era to the sixteenth century. Whether it did, or did not, is perfectly 
indifferent to the question as it relates to Jewish dates or Julian day-names 
assigned by astronomical calculations which proceed upon the assumption 
of such regularity: but the question, in another shape, deserves to be 
discussed. For if two day-names were really dropt in the interval, the conse- 
quences will be that any date assigned by a contemporary writer, for instance 
1 Aug. a.p. 46 in Suetonius or Dion Cassius, will be two days nearer to us 
than the day marked by the same name in any astronomical table, Pingré's 
for instance. 

Now first, arguing the matter on grounds of general probability :—if such 
a change did ever take place and was adopted (as by the hypothesis it must 
have been) throughout the Roman world, and perpetuated down to the 
16th century, we have a right to expect that some contemporary record of 
80 important a factishould be producible: a record to this effect—“In such a 
year of such an emperor, or, under such and such consuls, it was ordered that 
such a month pro hac vice should have but 28 instead of 30 days: or, that 
the day next after (6. 9.) the 20th June should be called the 23rd instead of 
the 2ist.” If such a record exists, let it be produced. In all my reading of 
historians and chronologists I have met with none such, nor does Mr. Gres- 
well produce any’. It is a point on which one may say confidently, no 


1 The only thing in the shape of his- | well is a passage of Epiphanius, Her. 1. 
torical testimony alleged by Mr. Gres- | 821, where the Audiani speaking of the 
Nicene 
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such record exists. Now, whether we choose to suppoee that the innovation 
was effected simultaneously, and therefore by appointment and precon- 
certedly, throughout the empire, or that it took place first at Rome and was 
subsequently adopted in one province after another, as attention was called te 
the fact of a derangement of the provincial as compared with the Roman 
reckoning’, in either case it is quite inconceivable that the change should 
have passed sub silentio*. 


§ 475. But besides this general ground, which strongly negatives the 
probability of the hypothesis, it can be proved, in point of fact, that no 
such permanent interruption has ever taken place. Ancient writers fre- 
quently mention the Julian date of eclipees or other astronomical phe- 
nomena; that is to say, they give the name, as ἐξ existed at the time of 
the day on which the eclipse occurred. Now the exact date of an eclipse 
is always ascertainable: that is, we can ascertain exactly by how many 
days, hours, minutes &c. it preceded a given epoch, say the first instant 
of 1 Jan. 1800. If the ascertained number of days, laid out in Julian 
years and months, on the assumption of no interruption having occurred, 
leads up to the same day-name as that specified by the historian, the 
truth of the assumption is confirmed in just the proportion of that histo- 
rian's character for accuracy: and if in 8 great number of such instances 
the result of astronomical calculations agrees with the contemporary dates, 
it then, even on this ground alone, becomes established as an indubitable 
truth. To take one instance as a specimen of numberless instances of the 
same kind.—It is on record that the sun was visibly eclipsed at Rome a.p. 
45, on the birth-day of the Emperor Claudius, Dion. Cass. x. p. 682. 
There can be no mistake about the date, i.e. the contemporary name of 
the day, for it is otherwise known that Claudius was born on the Ist of 
August. Now abstractedly from the particular methods of practical cal- 
culation, the essential matter of fact which is given by such calculation 


Nicene paschal rule use this expression 
against the Catholics: dre τὰ γενέθλια 
«τοῦ Κωνσταντίνου, τότε μετοποιήσασθε 
τὸ πάσχα. And this is historical argu- 
ment ! 

1 If the style was (permanently) al- 
. tered at Rome, it must have been altered 
also to the same amount in 81] the pro- 
vinces which used a solar calendar: é. 6. 
the Egyptian and the various forms of 
the Macedonian (solar) Calendar must 
have been altered to the same amount. 
For in writers of the first six centuries we 
frequently meet with double dates, such 
as “the—day of the month ™ accord- 
ing to the Egyptians (or Macedonians, 


&c.) which is the—day ofthe month W 
according to the Romans.” These syn- 
chronisms always follow the same law. 
But if at any time in the fimt six cen- 
turies the Julian reckoning was modi- 
fied, the synchronical dates before the 
interruption would not tally with those 
after it, unless all the calendars were 
simultaneously modified to the same 
amount. 

3 Interruptions, it is true, did oceur, 
but they were only temporary, and were 
speedily balanced on purpose that the 
Julian reckoning might persist undis- 
turbed. See above ὃ 400, p. 458,J 
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_ is this: that a solar eclipse must have been visible at Rome 613,619 days 
some hours and minutes before 1 Aug. 0° 0™ a.p. 1725. But from 1 
Aug. 0* 0™ a.p. 45 (supposing no interruption in the decursus of the 
Julian reckoning) to the same instant of 1 Aug. a.p. 1725, are 1680 
Julian years, which make 613,620 days: te. the astronomical reckoning 
leads up to the very day indicated by the historian: in other words, the 
astronomical and the contemporary dates agree on the supposition of there 
having been no interruption, but on no other'. 

ὁ 476. A third class of proofs is farnished by all such notices of 
contemporary writers as specify the week-day corresponding with a given 
Julian day of a given year. If such notices, being distinct and unques- 
tionable, agree with the indications of the Dominical Tables both before 
and after the Council of Nice a.p. 325, it follows that the assumption 
on which the Tables are calculated is true: in other words, that the 
reckoning was not interrupted. 

Historical notices of synchronisms of lunar days with week-days have 
nothing to do with the question at issue: in respect of these, the matter 
stands thus: Such a day of such a lunar month in such a year fell on such 
a day of the week. By astronomical calculation, the corresponding day 
of the moon was m days before the Epoch: its week-day therefore is known. 
If it be not the week-day mentioned by the writer, it follows that such 
a day of the lunar month at that particular time was not the true repre- 
sentative of the co-numeral day of the moon, or else, that the writer was 
misinformed. So far we have nothing to do with the Julian reckoning 
except accidentally. Nor can any argument, for or against its perpetuity, 
be raised upon these grounds: since both in giving a name to the day 
which we found to have begun m days ago, and in assigning the week- 


1 Mr Greswell, I perceive, is aware | ‘‘ This actual correspondence of the Julian 


of this objection to his hypothesis, Vol. 
1v. 655. How then does he dispose of 
it? As usual, by confused talking about 
tropical years. ‘‘ That the Julian year, 
since the last correction of the Calendar, 
corresponds in all respects to the same 
year such as it was left by the first and 
original correction 3. c. 46...is proved 
by the coincidence between the dates of 
eclipses assigned by ancient contempo- 
rary historians in the Julian reckoning of 
their time, and the dates assigned to the 
same events by modern astronomers in 
the Julian reckoning of theirs... Every 
one well-authenticated instance of this 
kind is as good asa thousand. Thus... 
Pingré’s Table shews an eclipse of the 
sun 1 Aug. a. ἢ. 45." Then in a note: 


34 


to the tropical year at present as much 
as at first is a point of considerable im- 
portance to the argument!"’ Strange 
that this learned writer should possess so 
little knowledge of the meaning of chro- 
nological names in reference to things. 
Grant that 1 Aug. a. p. 45, lies at the 
same distance from the instant of the 
vernal equinox in that year as 1 Aug. 
A. D. 1842, from its preceding vernal equi- 
nox; why, this is of no more importance 
to the argument than the same quantity 
of talk about the Chinese or Mexican 
Calendars would be. Pingré entered the 
name 1 Aug. a. Ὁ. 45 in his register to 
denote the day which began m days ago: 
Mr. Greswell' will have it to be m—2 
days ago. 
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day coinciding with the day so found, we assume that perpetuity, which 
is the point to be proved. 

It does not often happen that historians or other writers during the 
first four centaries, mention the week-day together with a Julian or other 
solar month-date. The following are ali the instances of this kind that 
I have met with in my reading. We begin at the close of the fourth 
centary', and trace our way upwards. 

1. a.p. 386. 8. Ambrose writing in this year to the bishops of Aimilis 
concerning the celebration of Easter, says: dano 89 ex die tmperti Diocletian 
cum xiv luna esset 9 Kal. Apr. nos celebravimus pascha prid. Kal. April. 
Alexandrini quoque et Aigyptii, ut tpsi scripserunt, cum incidisset xiv luna 
28 Phamenoth celebraverunt pascha 5 Pharmuthi que est prid. Kal. April. 
ae sic convenere nobiscum. Rursus anno 93 cum incidiseet xiv luna in 14 
Pharmuthi quae est 5 id. Apr. que erat dominica dic, celebratum est pascha 
dominica Pharmuthi 21 que fuit secundum noe 16 Kal. Mai. These dates 
are express and indubitable: namely, 


89 Dioclet. prid. Kal. Apr. 
rr Ἥ ΑΒ bear, 373. 31 March Sunday. 


nae oe. 877. 9 April Sunday. 
Now in a common year, 
., [31 March 6 Jan.) . F. 
if | An } be Sunday {1 Jan ti Sunday : Dom. Let. | 


and with this the Tables agree: viz. 373, F: 377, A: p. 505. 

2. In the preface to the Gesta Concilii Aquileiensis the date is thus given, 
Syagrio et Eucherio Coss. Non. Sept., but other MSS. have 3 Non. Sept. qua 
feria sexta fuit. The year indicated is 881, and the synchronism noted in 
the MSS., 3 Sept. = Friday, agrees with the Tables: a. ἢ. 381. dom. let. C : 
therefore 3 Sep. = Friday, see p. 506, 7. 

3. «a. D. 378 Paulus Alex. states that he wrote his “Introd. to Astro- 
logy” on Wednesday 20 Mechir of the 94th Diocl. i.e. 14 Feb. a.p. 378. 
By the Tables, dom. let. a.p. 378=G: therefore 14 February was a Wed- 
nesday. 

4. a. Ὁ. 597. The Paschal Chronioon assigns the death of Constantine to 
22 May in this year, adding that it occurred ἐν αὐτῇ ry ayia πεντηκοστὴ = 
i.e. 22 May was Sunday. This implies dom. let. B. and by the Tables dom. 
let. of a. p. 337 is B. 

The same Chronicon sub anno 330 places the naming of Constantinople 
(formerly Byzantium) in the 25th year of Constantine 5 id. Maii fer. 2. ¢. e. 
11 May, Monday. And this agrees with the Tables: a.p. 330. dom. let. D. 


1 After a. D. 400, such synchronisms | such dates: ¢.g.a.D. 404. 6 Kal. Jul. 
are frequently met with, especially in | fer.2: did. Oct. fer.4. a.p.413. 3 Kal, 
the Paschal controversies ;—the Chron. | Aug. fer. 6: 6 id. Oct. fer. 1. 

Pasch., also, after this time abounds in 
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It is needless to seek further instances of this kind in the period after 
Δ. Ὁ. 325 : we will proceed then to earlier dates. 

5. 8. Optatus, in his history of the Donatists, assigns the date of the 
Ist Roman Council Constantino quater et Licinio ter Coss. 6 non. Oct. 6 
Seria : ¢.e. Friday 2 October. The year is 313. By the Tables, d.1.313=D: 
2 Oct. = Friday. 

6. In the Acta S. Fructuosus, Ruinart Acta Mart. p. 219, occurs the 
date imiliano et Basso Coss. 17 Kal. Feb. die dominica: i.e. A.p. 259. 
16th January Sunday. Which agrees with the Tables: 4. ἢ. 259, dom. 
let. B. 

7. The paschal cycles of the third century all bespeak an exact keeping 
of the Julian reckoning. Thus we have the Easter-table of 84 years begin- 
ning a. D. 298, in which is set down, year by year, the week-day correspond- 
ing with the lst January, and the date of Easter-Sunday. We have the 
canons of 83. Cyprian (4.p. 243) and of 8. Hippolytus (222), which give 
the Julian date and week-day of the paschal full moon for 112 successive 
years. ΑἹ] these indications are in agreement with the Dominical Tables’. 

To the same purport is the testimony of the Paschalis Laterculus of 
100 years published by Bucherius (reprinted in Grevii Ant. Rom. tom. xi, 
p. 395) beginning a.p. 312, in which are set down the consuls of the year, 


1 Of the synchronisms here alleged, | them.” [This {is remarkable: surely 


Mr. Greswell has noticed only those under 
No. 1, and the cycles of Hippolytus and 
Cyprian. Of course, all that lie after 
a. Ὁ. 325, in which year he thinks the 
style was altered, will tally, if anthentic, 
with the indications of the Dominical 
Tables. But the synchronisms No. 5, 6,7, 
could not so tally if two day-names were 
omitted in a. D. 325. Probably Mr, Gres- 
well would reject the testimony of 8. 
Optatus and the deta Martyrum ; but 
how are the indications of the old Paschal 
cycles to be set aside? Take the answer 
in the words of the Author himself, Vol. 
Iv. p. 717: ‘Coincidences...may pos- 
aibly be found...at different periods be- 
tween a.D. 30 and 325...whicb will ap- 
pear to hold good on the principles of the 
solar cycle [i.¢e. dominical tables] and 
on these only. J am aware of some such 
myself...bué the length to which these 
discussions have extended renders if ob- 
viously improper io enter upon the par- 
ticular consideration of every such case 
which might be adduced, or on the ex- 
planation of difficulties connected with 


nothing should render it improper to 
sum up the whole evidence on a given 
question instead of a part, and that part, 
as we shall presently see, the least au- 
thentic that could be produced. ] ‘‘ I must 
be content to rest the conclusion which 
I have laboured to establish, upon the 
arguments just produced [which we shall 
presently consider, § 477.] ... Among the 
objections, however, which might be 
urged to the contrary, I will notice two, 
though as briefly as possible. ‘* The 
Paschal Canon of Hippolytus...bears 
date from a.p. 222, and the l4th of 
the moon is supposed to bear date Id. 
Apr. and Sabbath, i.e. on Saturday 
April 13. On the principles of the solar 
cycle, [é.¢. in plain words, by the Do- 
minical Tables] this would actually be 
the case. For a.p. 222 Dom. let. F. 
Apr. 13, according to the Tables, was 
Saturday.”......“* My answer to this ob- 
jection would be, that the marble in which 
this canon is inscribed, and which was 
first discovered a.D. 1551, is net coniem- 
porary with Hippolytus himself.... The 
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and the day on which Easter Sunday fell. Some of the numbers are corrupt, 
but by far the greater part are correctly given. The third year is deacribed 
thus: 

Valeriano et Anniano 14 Kal. Maii. 
i.e. in a.p. 314, Easter Sunday was kept 18 April: and s0 in the other 
years: 6.9. 


Sabino εἰ Rufino 8 Kal. Apr. [i.e. 316] 
Gallicano et Basso 18 Kal. Maii. 317 
Licinio V. et Crispo 7 Id. Apr. 318 


&e. 

Now this is evidently not s paschal computus made out by calculating 
backwards from a later epoch, but an ‘annalistic series of years, in which 
is noted, as matter of history, the day on which the Latin Church cele- 
brated Easter Sunday’. 

Add to this the Fasti Consulares Anonymi, a fragment of which, be- 
ginning at a.p. 205 and ending a.p. 854, was published by Bucherius, and 
afterwards the entire MS. by Cardinal Noris, beginning at v.c. 246 and 
ending v.o. 1107 a.p. 354. Reprinted in Grev. Ant. Rom. tom. xi. 336, 
392. These Fasti, framed, as Noris has shown, upon a paschal cycle of 
84 years, annex to the consuls of each year, the week-day of the 1st Janu- 
ary, and the moon’s epact. Take for instance the last four years : 

Post Cons. Sergii et Nigriniani Mar. xviii. 
( Bissext.) Constantio V. et Const. Jun. Mer. xxix. 


Constantio VI. et Constantio IT. Ven. x. 
Constantio VII. et Constantio III. Sat. xxi. 
meaning that in 
a.D. 351 1 January was Tuesday 
8352.  ececeecsecsesneeee Wednesday 
359. ..0νονοο νον οσονοου Friday 
BY eee Saturday. 


Paschal Cycle of this monument...is cor- 
rectedin conformity to the rules of the 
Council af Nice... therefore... the coin- 
cidences between days of the month and 
days of the week in ils present state, 
are no evidence of what they might have 
been in the time of the Author.”’ 

In other words, Mr. Greswell seriously 
propounds that more than a hundred 
years after this Canon was published,— 
when experience had proved it faulty in 
principle and useless in practice, any 
man living could have thought it worth 
while to perpetuate it upon marble! It 
has been sufficiently proved, § 431, 
on grounds of arithmetic and common 
sense, that the canon must have been 


graven on that marble within 16 years, 
or less, of A.D. 222. Any other sup- 
position is preposterous, and the par- 
ticularly absurd solution which Mr. 
Greswell proposes is but one among 
many instances, to be found in the 
Dissertations, of extreme hardihood of 
hypothesis and conjecture. I need not 
add that the evidence of the Computus 
Paschalis, a.v. 243 (§ 432), is disposed 
of in the same summary way. 

1 Hic est paschalis ille 100 annorum 
laterculus, quo vetustiorem, Latinorum 
quidem, nondum videre contigil ; nobi- 
lissimum (meo quidem sensu) venerande 
antiquitatis ecclesiastica monimentum., 
Bucher, τ. 9. 
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(in perfect agreement with the Tables here and through the whole term of 
more than 800 years.) 

That these Fasti were composed in a.p. 354, is sufficiently proved, as 
Cardinal Noris remarks, by the circumstance that they end at this year, 
coupled with the fact that for the last few years the moon's epact is 
correctly given, but the higher you ascend, the more the error of the 
cycle accumulates. These Fasti then alone are sufficient to refute the 
hypothesis. For who can imagine that a person living in a.p. 354, only 
29 years after the supposed change of the style, could be ignorant of the 
fact? Yet ignorant of it he must have been, for he assigns the week-days 
of all the preceding years on the assumption that the Julian reckoning 
was at no time interrupted. If two days were indeed dropped in A. p. 325, 
the Ist January in that year was not a Friday, as the Fasti say, but a Sun- 
day ; and so in all the preceding years. 

Thus it is proved, that between a.p. 222 and a.p. 386 there was no 
interruption of the reckoning. If any such had occurred, all the syn- 
chronisms indicated hy these Canons and Fasti would have been thrown out 
of keeping with the known synchronisms of modern times, (as 6. 9. 1 January 
1842 = Saturday,) and with those recorded e.g. by S. Ambrose. 

§ 477. I may seem to have bestowed upon this hypothesis a much 
longer discussion than it merited: let it be considered, however, that it 
has given occasion to hundreds of pages in a work which the Delegates 
of the Clarendon Press have twice sent forth to the world under the sanction 
of the University which they represent. Tanto conspectius in se crimen 
habet. If these absurdities had appeared in the pages of a writer of inferior 
note, I should not have gone at such length into the refutation of them. 
But really, it is high time, if only for the credit of our age in such matters, 
that so glaring a blemish should be exposed. And since the question is not 
one of deep historical research, but of arithmetic and common sense, I may 
without arrogance affirm that the refutation is complete. The hypothesis 
is simply futile in respect of the purpose for which it was started, and 
it is tenable in no sense and to no purpose whatever.—But I have not 
quite done with it: the “arguments” on which Mr. Greswell “is con- 
tent to rest his conclusion” yet remain to be considered. And it is not 
the least remarkable feature of the case, that so well-read a scholar should 
have devoted more than a hundred pages to an argument which literally 
proves nothing, but ends with quietly assuming the very point which was 
to be proved. The instances are simply corrupt: they require to be cor- 
rected, and this can be done in very little space. 

1. The Acts of the Martyrdom of 3, Polycarp in Euseb. H. E. iv. 15, 
129, have the following subscription: μαρτυρεῖ δὲ ὁ μακάριος Πολύκαρπος 
μηνὸς Ξανθικοῦ δευτέρᾳ ἱσταμένον πρὸ ἑπτὰ καλ. Μαΐων σαββατῳ 
μεγάλῳ ὥρᾳ ὀγδόῃ. Συνελήφθη ὑπὸ Ἡρώδον, ἐπὶ ἀρχιέρεως Φιλίππον 
Τραλλιανοῦ ἀνθνπατένοντος Στρατίου Κοδράτον &c. The Vetus Inter- 
pres quoted by Ussher de Maced. et Asian. anno solari c. iii. has Mense 
Aprilio vii. Kal. Mai. majore Sabbato, hora 8. In the Paschal Chronicle 
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it is πρὸ ἑπτὰ nar. ᾽Απρ. τῷ μεγάλῳ σαββάτῳ ὥρᾳ ἡ. In the Greek 
Calendar the martyrdom is assigned to 29 Feb., which in fact is the 2nd 
of Xanthicus in the Grecian (Ephesine) form of the Macedonian Calen- 
dar, p. 463. But 23 Feb. could not possibly be the σάββατον μέγα, 
i.e. Saturday in Passover-week, though Mr. Greswell thinks it might. 
He may well apply the epithet “startling” to this conclusion :—Easter 
kept a whole month before the vernal equinox! It is indeed startling to 
find a scholar seriously endeavouring to substantiate so outrageous ἃ para- 
dox by appealing to a passage of Anatolius, which simply relates to the con- 
troverted question whether in any case the paschal full moon ought to 
precede the vernal equinox. The Alexandrines and Anatolius maintained 
that it ought not: the Jews and the Western Church (before the Couneil 
of Nice), that it might, to the amount of a week or ten days. This is 
what Anatolius argues about: yet hence Mr. Greswell, for the sake of an 
hypothesis, argues that in Polycarp's time there might be Churches which 
made the 17th Feb. their paschal terminus! 

It is evident that some one or more of the dates given in the subscription 
must be corrupt. The 2nd of Xanthicus in the Greek and Ephesian 
reckoning is the 28rd of Feb.: but this cannot be the μέγα σάββατον, 
which words, however, cannot be an interpolation, for they are contained in 
all the accounts. But one of the accounts makes this Great Sabbath fall 
on the 7 Kal. Mai., another 7 Kal. April. The question is, which of 
these, or whether either of them, is the true reading. The month Xan- 
thicus cannot be the month which bore that name in the Ephesian Calen- 
dar, but is perhaps the month of the Asiani called Artemisius, beginning 
24 March’. 

Now Mr. Greswell (we will suppose) bas proved—what was previously 
inferred as matter of course from the Paschal and Dominical Cycles—that 
the year was a.p. 164. In that year the paschal full moon fell Saturday 
25 Mar.=2 Artemisius in the Asian and Ephesian Calendar, -- 8. Kal. 
April.=2nd of VIIth month in the General Calendar. But this ΠΕ 
month in other reckonings, especially in that with which Eusebius is 
most conversant, is called Xanthicus. Thus all the notes of time agree 
with one exception: namely we have 

a. D. 164, 2 Xanthicus - μέγα σάββατον —8 Kal. Apr: 
whereas the subscription gives 7 Kal. April. As the 2nd Xanthicus in no 
case can coincide with 7 Kal Apr., ἑπτὰ like Matev must be 8 cor- 
ruption. And the corruption is easily explained. The day 7 Kal. May 
is the 2nd of a Macedonian month: the 8 Kal. May is not. Hence the 


1 On reference to the Macedonian | in the General Calendar = lst of VII. in 
Calendars (p. 463, 4) it will be seen that a common year. 
the 25th March Seeedovccses φΦοοοονοθοοθϑυοσυθοο SE 2nd of Vil. 


in the Asian Calendar = 2 Artemisius in bissextile. 
' @eneen Ephesian everee = 2 Artemisius 
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copyist who had in his text the corrupt reading πρὸ ὀκτῶ Καλ. Μαΐων, 
might naturally be led to substitute €wrd for ὀκτώ, and the error would 
propagate itself to the copies which retained the true reading ᾿Απριλλίων. 

Whether this be, or be not, the true emendation of the text, it is, at 
all events, astonishing that any ‘one should think of making out a case 
in favour of a mere hypothesis from such materials as these. 

§ 478. The next instance is taken from the Exordium of the Acta 
of 8. Pionius (Ruinart Acta Mart. 140.) 

Secundo die sexti mensis qui dies est 4 id. Mart. die Sabbati majore, natale 
Polycarpi celebrantes, &c. The subscription to these Acta is very corrupt. 
Ussher cites it thus: Hee acta sunt Julio Asie proconsule, Proclo Quin- 
tiliano magistratum gerentibus, Coss. tertium Mesio Quinto Trajano Decio 
et Deltio Gratiano secundum, Trajano Decio Augusto: a. 4 id. Mart. more 
Romanorum, Asie autem more septime mensis undecimo, die Sabbati, hora 
decima. In the Paschal Chronicle, πρὸ δ᾽ εἰδῶν Μαρτίων ὃ ἐστι κατὰ 
᾿Ασιανοὺς μηνὶ ἕκτῳ β΄, σαββάτῳ ὥρᾳ δεκάτῃ. Again, in the Colbertine 
MS. of the Acta: ut Romani dicunt 4 id. Mart. et ut Asiani dicunt mense 
sexto die Sabbati hora decima. 

From such uncertain materials what inference of any value can be 
drawn ? Here is blunder upon blunder. Our Tables, which are to be proved 
in error by this notable testimony, will enable us to restore the testimony 
iteelf. 

The year is a.p. 251. In that year the passover fell 24 March. That 
day by the Tables was a Monday. The Great Sabbath was 22 March 
=11 Kal. Apr. and in the Asiatic Calendar -- 29 of the 6th month. It was 
on the preceding evening that the saint was forewarned of his approaching 
trial: on the Great Sabbath, which as such was the (moveable, not fixed) 
anniversary of Polycarp’s martyrdom, he was arrested and led through the 
city. His martyrdom took place that day fortnight, Saturday 5 April, which 
was the 12th day (Chron. Pasch.) of the 7th month (Subscr. of the Acta). 
The date 4 idus Martii=12 March, which appears, both in the Acta 
and in the Chron. Pasch., arises from a confusion of the 12th of the 6th 
(Roman) month reckoned from 1 October with the 12th of the 6th Asiatic 
month. 

§ 479. Lastly, Mr. Greawell appeals to some synchronisms in the 
History of the Martyrs of Palestine. Eus. H. E. viii. p. 317. 

The dates are as follows :— 

“Ist year of the Persecution Desius 8=June 7 = Wednesday.” 


#6 ϑγὰ......ὁοννονοονν euecoseceseeesones Xanth. 2 = Apr. 2 = Parasceue” 
(Friday). 
“At ........ccccccccsesscorecscencones Dius 20 = Nov. 20= xpocaBarov” 
ω (Friday). 
Sth .......0.00. ΠΝ Xanth. 2 = Apr. 2 = ἐν αὐτῇ 


κυριακῇ ἡμέρᾳ τῆς ἀναστάσεως." 
The years of the persecution bear date from the spring of 19 Diocletian 
= A.D. 303. Hence the dates are 
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A.D. 803. Desius 8=June 7 = Wednesday. 
306. Xanth.2= Apr. 2= Friday. 
306. Dius. 20 = Nov. 20= Friday. 
307. Xanth. 2= Apr. 2=Easter Sunday. 


Before we examine these synchronisms in detail we will test their 
general accuracy and mutual consistency. 

A.D. 3803. 7 June = Wednesday implies dom. let. A. 
306. 2 April = Friday implies dom. let. C. 
—— 20 Nov. = Friday implies dom. let. D. 
307. 2 Apr. = Sunday implies dom. let. A. 

But if in a.p. 303 the dom. let. was A. 

in ... 304 it should be G.F. 


Toe. BOB cece ces csaeces E. 
in BOG ...ccccocceeseves 0 
in By re C 


whence it is evident that two, at least, of the synchronisms are corrupt, for 
only two out of the four are mutually consistent. 

In the first, read "TovAiwy from the Latin Acta, which have Desii septima 
Julti mensis, que nonas Julias dicitur apud Latinos. Two MSS. have: 
Dies erat septima Julii mensis que vu Idus Julii dicitur apud Latinos. 
But Δεσιόν too must be 8 corruption for Πανέμου. When Ἰουνίων had 
taken place of ᾿Ιουλίων, Aeciov would of course be put in place of 
Tlavéuov, And this agrees with the Tables: a.p. 303. dom. let. C. 7 July = 
Wednesday.—In the second instance, it will be evident to an attentive 
reader that the narrator has confounded the date of the martyr Apphian’s 
first hearing Tuesday 2 April, with the date of his martyrdom on the 3rd 
day following i.e. Friday 5 April.—A similar confusion occurs in the 3rd 
instance, the history of Agapius. I understand it thus: “20 Nov. (Wed.) 
the martyr was thrown to the wild beast. Dreadfully mangled, he was 
taken back to his prison, and there lingered out one whole day. On the 
day after that, he was cast into the sea (te. Friday).” Eusebius again 
throws together the month-date noted in the Roman Acta, and the week- 
date of the Passion—The fourth synchronism occurs in the history of 
the Virgin-martyr Theodosia. Her martyrdom occurred, says the historian, 
on the 2nd of April, on the very Sunday of the Resurrection. The year was 
either 307 or 308. The former must be the year intended, for in that year 
the paschal full moon fell 4 April, which was Sunday, and which by the 
rule then followed in the Eastern Churches would be Easter-Sunday. There- 
fore the 2nd April was not Easter-Day, but Good-Friday : and we must sup- 
pose either that the compiler mistook the terms of the original recital, (e. g. 
πάσχα for πάσχα dvacrac.) or that the passion of the martyr began on 
the 2nd April (Friday), and was'eonsummated on the (4th) Sunday. At 
all events, the dates are palpably erroneous upon any hypothesis that can 
be devised, and as such incapable of rendering any service in a nice ques- 
tion of chronology. 
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And this is the sum total of the evidence at all relevant to the matter in 
hand, on the strength of which Mr. Greswell announces that his hypothesis 
is proved beyond further controversy! An hypothesis utterly futile in 
reference to the intent which it was designed to serve—in itself extremely 
improbable—and contradicted by every authentic fact of chronology which 
has any bearing upon the question. 


OF AN INTERRUPTION IN THE JULIAN CALENDAR. 


NOTE. 


ᾧ 480. Ir may be useful to consider how far we can depend upon the 
accuracy of the actual Jewish reckoning in ancient times, in respect, 
namely, of its relation to the moon: and consequently, how far we may 
be confident in our identification of Jewish dates with such and such days 
of the Julian Calendar.—If we could collect a few good instances from 
contemporary writers in which a given day of the Julian’ or Egyptian* 
Calendar in a given year is identified with a given day of the Jewish (or 
Syrian) lunar Calendar, it would be very serviceable for this purpose. In 
default of such—for I know not where they are to be found—I take the 


1 Unfortanately, in the only instance 
of the kind which I have been able to 
find in Josephus, the text is palpably 
corrupt ; namely, in the existing text of 
B. J. iv. 11, 4. the death of Vitellius is 
assigned to the 3rd of Apelieus, viz. in 
a. D. 69. Now the 3rd of Apellewus or 
Kisleu in this year must needs be either 
& November or 4 December. But cer- 
tain it is that Vitellius died on the 20th 
or 2ist of December ; and this Josephus 
himself shews: for he gives as the length 
of reign, 8 months and 5 days: these, 
measured from the day of Orho’s death, 
17 April, end 21 Dec. Comp. Tacit. 
Hist. iii. 67 sqq. Dion Cass. ἶχν. 22, 
and the commentators in /.—It is just 
possible, however, that Josephus may 
have combined two inconsistent ac- 
counts: for by one reckoning, it seems, 
the death of Vitellius is referred (though 
wrongly) to the 4th Dec. Namely, ac- 
cording to Dion Cassius, Vitellius was 
slain 89 days after his birth-day: but 
his birth-day is dated by sume 7 Sept., 
by others 24 Sept. Sueton. Vitell. §3. 
The latter reckonining gives 21 Dec., 
the other 4 Dec. as the day of his death. 


Suppose Josephus to have confused this 
date with the true one, then by 3 Apel- 
leus he means 4 Dec., which in a. v. 69 
was 3 Tebeth or Audynezus: and in 
favour of this view it might be remarked 
that Josephus elsewhcre (at least the 
printed Greek text), Ant. xi. 5. 4, iden- 
tifies Tebeth with Apelleus, though in 
another place Ant. xii. 5. 4, he makes 
Apelleus = Kisleu. 

3 In the Rosetta inscription we have 
the synchronism 8. c. 196. 18 Mechir 
= 4 Xanthicus, i.e. the Afacedonian 
lunar month which corresponds, if accu- 
rately kept, with the Jewish Nisan. Now 
18 Mechir in that year was 27 March: 
hence it appears that the existing Mace- 
donian reckoning, as observed by the 
first Ptolemiesin Egypt, identified 1 Xan- 
thicus in 196 Β. c. with 23 March. But 
the new moon at Memphis in that year 
and month fell 20 Mar. at ὃ p.m. It 
follows that the Macedonian Calendar of 
the time (which was framed, no doubt, 
upon a vicious cycle) had got out of 
course in respect of the moon. (See 
Ideler i. 397). 


δ» 
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following recorded synchronisms between given days of the Jewish Calen- 
dar and days of the week. 

1. ap. 70. Jerusalem was taken a.p. 70, Sth Gorpizeus or Ἐπὶ, 2 ac- 
cording to Josephus: on a Saturday, according to Dion Cassius’. The 15th 
Nisan in that year fell 14 April, therefore 1 Gorpizeus fell 26 August 
if Lous was plenus, 25 Aug. if cavus: 8 Gorpieus was therefore either 
2 Sept. or 1 Sept. and a.p. 70 dom. let. G. 1 September was Saturday. 

Hence there is reason to think that in a.p. 70 the odd months were 
cavi: but we must not extend this inference to other years. 

2. The Temple, say the Jews, was set on fire Sth Ab, Saturday. 
See § 33. Ab or Lous being the 5th month, there is scarcely any pro- 
bability of an ambiguity arising from the order of menses pleni εἰ cavt. 
This 9th Ab, then, if it be also the 9th of the moon, is 4 August, and 
4 August a.p. 70 was Saturday. 

3. 5.6. 64 the Temple was taken by Pompey “on the day of the Fast” 
(=10 Tisri), as Josephus says: on a Saturday, as Dion says. By actual 
calculation 15 Nisan 8.0. 64=15 April, therefore 1 Tisri=25 September, 
10 Tisri=4 October. And by the Tables, 4 Oct. 5.6. 64 was Saturday. 

4, In 2 Macc. xv. we find an instance, but not quite determinate. 
Nicanor wished to attack Judas Maccabeus on the Sabbath-day: “never- 
theless he could not effect his wicked desire,’ v. 5. It is natural then to 
suppose that the engagement took place the next day, or next day but 
one. The day of the fight was 13 Adar Ar. Sel. 151=8.c. 161. By 
actual calculation the paschal moon fell 6 April at 5 p.m. That day then, 
if the rule described in ᾧ 411 was’ strictly observed, was the 15th Nisan. 
Therefore 1 Nisan=23 Mar., and since Β.6. 161 is Bissextile, 1 Adar=22 
Feb. and 13 Adar=5 March, which, by the Tables, is a Monday. 

5. The date of the Maccabean Dedication is 25 Kasleu sic. 165. 
It is not said to have been a Saturday, but it is likely in the nature of 
the case that the sabbath would be chosen for the solemnity. By calcu- 
lation 25 Kasleu p.c. 165=22 Nov. which by the Tables is a Saturday. 

§ 481. There is another instance of this kind in Josephus, on which 
Mr. Greswell lays great stress, conceiving it to afford a full proof of his 
hypothesis, Vol. 1. p. 422—430. His object in these pages is to prove 
that the 24th Tisri a.p. 66, which he makes (and rightly) 2 October, 
was a Saturday: by the Tables 2 Oct. was Thursday. It is merely acfum 
agere to say again, but it must be said, that the proposition 24 Tisri 
a.p. 66=2 Oct. = Saturday, is self-contradictory: in the first half, it 
means by 2 Oct. the same day as the Tables mean, viz. the Thursday, 
while in the latter half it denotes by the same name the day two days 


1 This testimony Mr. Greswell sets | Vespasian attacked and conquered the 
aside (as usual) by charging the historian | Jews, Saturni die quo eis nefas est 
with an error. The statement, however, | guidguam seria rei agere. Strateg. ii. 1. 
is older than Dion. Julius Frontinus, | ({deler ii. 177). 
who wrote under Nerva, relates that 
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later. I notice the fact on which this sclf-destroying argument is based 
only for the sake of the matter now under consideration, viz. by way of 
testing the regularity of the Jewish lunar Calendar at that time. The 
facts then are as follows. Josephus B. J. ii. 19. 1 ff. is relating the 
history of that crisis of the Jewish rebellion, the march of Cestius Gallus 
upon Jerusalem, the attack made on him by the Jews, and the discomfiture 
of his army. Im the course of the narrative, which is linked together 
by pretty clear notes of time, we find the following statement: ἐξεπήδων 
ἐπὶ τὴν μάχην, μηδὲ τῆς ἀργῆς ἑβδομάδος ἔννοιαν λαβόντες, ἣν 
γὰρ δὴ τὸ μάλιστα παρ᾽ αὐτοῖς θρησκενόμενον σάββατον. 
Josephus does not indeed give the express calendar date of the day 
spoken of, but it may be inferred clearly enough from the context. The 
order of events is thus related: c. xix. 1. Cestius, marching upon Jeru- 
galem, on his arrival at Lydda fimds that all the men were gone up to 
the feast of Tabernacles. He marches’ by Bethhoron, and encamps at 
Gabao, 50 stadia from Jerusalem. The Jews, perceiving that the war 
was approaching their metropolis, desist from the festival, ἀφέμενοι τῆς 
ἑορτῆς take up arms, and rush tumultuously out of the city, μηδὲ τῆο 
ἀργῆς ἐβὸομάδος &ec., and successfully assault the legions. After this 
defeat, Cestius remains on the spot three days, rpicw ἡμέραις, then sets 
forward, and encamps at the Scopus, seven stadia from Jerusalem. There, 
τρίσι μὲν ἡμέραις οὐκ ἐπεχείρει τῇ πόλει, τῇ τετάρτῃ δὲ, ἥτις ἦν 
τριακὰς Ὑπερβερεταίου μηνός, he marches into the city. Now here we 
will suppose that Josephus in this statement has reckoned by complete 
time, therefore 8 days from the day of the defeat at Gabao to the entry 
into the city, both inclusive. At this rate, the day of the defeat at Gabao 
was the 23rd Tisri. This however does not tally with the narrative, 
which bespeaks an abrupt cessation of the festival: but the festival ended 
on the 22nd Tisri, as usual. We must, then, allow another day, namely, 
between the march from Gabao to the arrival at Scopus, 43 stadia. Then 
we get the following Calendar. 

22 Tisri, 8th day of Tabernacles, “the great day of the feast,” a 
Sabbath extraordinary, the Jews abruptly desert the cere- 
monies of the feast, and precipitately attack the legions at 

. Gabao. 

23, 24, 25. Cestius 3 days at Gabao after the defeat. 

26. March to Scopus. 

27, 28, 29. Three days at Scopus. 

90. Cestius enters Jerusalem. 

Should this be thought too great an expansion of the time denoted in 
the narrative, we may suppose that Cestius entered Jerusalem towards 
the close (i.e. sunset) of the Jewish 29th and the beginning of the 30th 
Tisri. One cannot suppose, with Mr. Greswell, that the τριακάς of the 
month denotes in reality its 29th day, the month Tisri having but 29 
days. But the 22nd of Tisri a.p, 66 was a Tuesday, for the paschal full 


540 ACCURACY OF THE JEWISH CALENDAR. [ app. π. 


moon fell at 5 αν. of Sunday 30 March, which was therefore 15 Tisri; 
and 6 months of 30 and 29 days, or 29 and 30, alternately,=177 days, 
will therefore end 15 Tisri, which will therefore be a Tuesday (and -- 23 
Sept.), as will be 22 Tisri=30 Sept. The day indicated by Josephus was 
therefore not a Saturday, not the ἄργη ἐβδομάς in the usual sense of the 
term. If Josephus thought it was so, either he was misled, by con- 
founding the great Sabbath of the feast with the ordinary Sabbath, or 
the 22nd day of the Jewish month did not in that year coincide with 
the 22nd of the moon, but, erroneously, with its 20th day. This is all that 
can be inferred from the passage if it necessarily means by ἐβδομάς 
the 7th day of the week. But it is not difficult to reconcile Josephus's 
statement with the Jewish Calendar and the lunar calculation. He means 
perhaps by ἐβδομάς here, the whole week of Tabernacles, or its 8th day 
as the ἐβδομας of its first day. At any rate, he clearly means an ex- 
traordinary Sabbath in the emphatic terms which he uses, ἦν yap δὴ 
τὸ μάλιστα wap αὐτοῖς θρησκενόμενον σάββατον: 8. very proper de- 
scription “of the last day, that great day of the feast” of Tabernacles, 
but superfluously emphatic if it means only what was expressed just 
before, the ἄργη ἐβδομᾶς which occurred every week. 

§ 482. While we are upon this subject we may consider the dates 
noted in the sequel of the narrative—Five days, πέντε ἡμέραις, Cestius 
spent in desultory efforts: τῇ επιόυσῃ; after a vigorous assault, at the point 
of success, he unaccountably calls off his troops, and retreats to Scopus: : 
τῇ ἐπιόνσῃ;» he continues his retreat, and reaches Gabao: there δυὸ ἡ ἡμέρας 
ἐπέμεινεν: ἐ--- τῇ τρίτῃ, he sets forth again on his retreat, and reaches Beth- 
horon at nightfall with great difficulty and much logs. The same night he 
steals a march on the enemy. The Jews discovering this at daybreak, 
follow in his track as far as Antipatris, whence they return in triumph to 
Jerusalem. “These things were done on the eighth of the month Dius.” 
That is, I suppose, the 8th Dius was the day of Cestius’s signal discom- 
fiture on the retreat to Bethhoron, which is the crisis of the story. Hence 
the journal of events is as follows: 


22 Hyperbereteus = 30 Sept. Tu. Attack at Gabao. 

29---2δ .cascececees = 1—3 Oct. W.—F. Three days at Gabao. 

25... reer = 4 Oct. Sat. March to Scopus. 

ZT—29  caccsccevees = §—7 Oct. Su.—T. Three days at Scopus. 

BO sacaee seeee = 8 Oct. Wed. Entry into Jerusalem: 5 

1—4 Dius ......... = 9—12 Oct. Tho—Se.} days desultory warfare. 

| ee = 13 Oct. M. Last assault, and precipi- 
tate retreat to Scopus. 

6 sevsevesesense = 14 Oct. Tu. Reaches Gabao. 

Tene ῸΞ = 15 Oct. Wed. Second day at Gabao. 

8 ssseseosee oes = 16 Oct. Thu. Retreat to Bethhoron, and 


discomfiture by the way. 
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Here we may remark, that Cestius with good reason chose the 4th day after 
his loss and panic at Gabao for his march through a difficult country, to 
Jerusalem. Our journal shews that day to have been a Saturday, a day on 
which he expected, doubtless, to be unmolested. 

ᾧ 483. None of the other dates of the war are expresely identified with 
sabbaths, or other week-days. The instances which we have considered are 
sufficient at least to shew that in the years 66 and 70 the Jewish Calendar 
kept even pace with the moon. Assuming that it was so in the intermediate 
years, I have constructed the annexed table by means of which the reader 
will easily identify the Jewish dates of the war from a.p. 66 to 70 with 
their Julian equivalents and week-days. Of these dates, the following is, I 
believe, a correct list. 

A.D. 66. 16 Artemisius: Bernice being at Jerusalem, in fulfilment of 
8 vow, supplicates Florus. This was Wed. 30 April. B.J. ii. 15.2. In the 
preceding chapter (14. 5.) a sabbath is mentioned in the month Artemisius. 
The intermediate events require more than four days, the Sabbath must 
therefore be Sat. 19 April = 5 Artemisius. 

ii. 17.6. Feast of ξυλοφόρια, the day after which was the 15th of Lous, 
ib. 7. According to Selden this feast seems to have lasted 7 days, beginning 
at the 14th and ending at the 21st, when the oblation took place: v. Selden 
de Synedr. iii. 13. But Meyer, de Festis, places it at 15—-22 Lous. The 15th 
Lous in this year was 26 July, Saturday. Now if Meyer, is right in his 
statement, we see why in the year 66 this festival, i.¢. the day of carrying 
the wood, might be placed a day earlier, namely because the regular day was 
a sabbath ! on which it was not lawfal to do the appointed work of the day, 
which Josephus describes in the words ἐν ἡ πᾶσιν ἔθος ὕλην τῷ βωμῷ xpo- 
σφέρειν. Here then I think we have a fresh proof that the Jewish Calendar 
of the year 66 was right by the moon. 

ii. 17.8. Manaem at Jerusalem occupies the quarters of the Roman 
troops from which they had been compelled to decamp, 6th Gorpieus. This 
was Saturday 16 Aug. Here again we have an illustration of the history. 
The insurgents began to blockade the royal and Roman troops in the αὐλή 
(whatever that was) two days after the 15th of Lous, but were not able to 
take the quarters. Manaem, however, having broken into the armoury at 
Masada, and supplied his followers with arms, marches to Jerusalem. By a 
mine, they pass under the outer wall, but are checked by a new barrier 
within which the besieged had entrenched themselves. The royal and 
native troops are allowed to pass out under treaty. The Roman troops are 
refused all terms, and perceiving their case to be desperate if they should 
remain, they leave their camp and make for the towers, &c. We see that 
they availed themselves of the sabbath-day for this purpose. _ 


1 The 15th Lous seems to have been | ters, this is quoted from the Gemara, fol. 
a festival, for which various causes are | 30. § ii. est dies hic quo cessabatur a, 
assigned : see Cherubini Apparatus Bib- | lignis cedendis in struem aitaris. 
licus. ii. 394, where, among other mat- 
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The next day (ib. 9) the high-priest Ananias was taken in the attempt 
to escape, and was slain. The insurgents besieged the Roman troops in the 
towers, till these, no longer able to hold out, offer to surrender, on condition 
only that their lives should be spared. The insurgents promise to grant 
the terms, yet treacherously massacre the troops on the spot. Josephus 
notes, in aggravation of the crime, that it was committed on the sabbath-day. 
This could hardly be later than the thirteenth Gorpisus, Sat. 23 August. 

ᾧ 484. a.p. 67. On the 21st Artemisius Josephus enters Jotapata, to 
the siege of which Vespasian was then advancing. 24 April Friday. iii. 7. 2. 
The siege ended 1 Panemus, tb. 36, i.e.2 June Tu. But this was the 48th 
day of the siege, ib. 33, and this statement is repeated ἰδ. 8,9. The siege 
therefore must have begun Thu. 16 April = 13 Artemisius, and for 21 Arte- 
misius we must read 11, é.¢. for xa read :a, in iii. 7.3. The journal of events 
will then be as follows : 

7—10 Artem. = 10—13 Apr. Fr.—Mon. Four days in making a road for 


the army. 

11 ..essseeee = 14 April Tu. Josephus throws himself into Jo- 
tapata. 

} Dre = 15 April Wed. Vespasian receives intelligence of 
this movement. 

18. ee = 16 April Thu. Vespasian with the whole force 


reaches Jotapata. 
On this day the siege, of 47 entire days, began. It will make no difference 
if we suppose Vespasian to have reached Jotapata on the 12th Artemisins ; 
for he certainly arrived at evening, iii. 7. 4. 
The other notes of this time lie thus: 
iii, 7. 5. μεθ᾽ ἡμέραν 17 April Friday. 
ib. 6. τῇ vorepaig, 18 Apr. Sat. 
μέχρι πέμπτης ἡμέρας, to 20 or 21 Apr. 
ib. 29. 20 Deesius 22 May Fri. 
ib. 31. 20 Desius 27 May Wed. Trajan and Titus defeat the Gali- 
leans at Japha. 

ib. 32. 27 Desius 29 May Fri. Cerealius defeats the Samaritans 
on Mount Garizim. 

ib. 36. Πανέμον νονμηνίᾳ 2 June Tuesday. Jotapata is taken. 

iii. 9. 1. | Vespasian marches to Ptolemais, 4 Panemus 5 June Friday. 

ib. 10. 10. Tarichee taken 8 Gorpieus = 7 Angust Friday. 
The interval between the two last dates was occupied in various movements > 
viz. from Ptolemais Vespasian removed to Cesarea (where it was now settled 
that two of the four legions should winter, and the other two at Scythopolis) : 
the pirates who had collected at Joppa are subdued 9. 3. and the city de- 
stroyed : the army is quartered at Cesarea Philippi, and allowed to rest 20 
days, during which Vespasian keeps festival and gives thanks to the gods 
for his successes: after which he marches against Tiberias, receives it on 
surrender, and then takes Tarichee. 


ww 


ᾧ 484, 485.] JOSEPHUS'S DATES OF THE WAR. 543 


iv.1.10. Gamala revolts 24 Gorpieus 23 August Sunday, and is taken 
23 Hyperbereteus = 20 Sept. Sunday, an entrance having been effected on 
22 Hyp. before day-break by three soldiers, § 9. 

iv. 2.1. And now Gischala was the only place in Galilee which remained 
to be reduced: against it Titus was sent. John of Gischala pretends a 
wish to surrender, but requests one day's respite, that being the sabbath-day, 
§3. Titus grants it, and John decamps the same night. The date is not 

‘given, but it must be Saturday 26. Sept. = 29 Hyperbereteus. 

§ 485. The next date recorded is 4 Dystrus, iv. 7.3. ie. 27 January 
4. ἢ. 68 (Wednesday), on which day Vespasian entered Gadara. Theo in- 
termediate chapters relate the atrocities which were exercised in Jerusalem 
by John of Gischala, and the zealots; the entry of the Idumeans and their 
return. It may be worth while to remark that during this interval we find 
one of the sacerdotal ἐφημερίαι mentioned as if it were at the time in office. 
The insurgents, namely, took upon them to depose the existing high-priest, 
and to elect a successor. For this purpose μεταπεμψάμενοι μίαν τῶν 
ἀρχιερατικῶν φυλὴν, Ἔνια χεὶμ καλεῖται διεκλήρουν ἀρχιερέα &c. Why 
they should send for that course in particular, unless because it was 
then in office, one cannot imagine. This course, “however, was either the 
12th, called Iakim, Ἰακίμ, 2 Chr. xxiv. 12; or the 21st, Jachin, ‘Ayiu 
ib. 7, but most likely the former. Now the 12th course entered in its week 
of office on the 17 October a.p. 67. And Josephus relates this event among 
the first that happened after the arrival of John of Gischala at Jerusalem : 
which, we have seen, was but a few days after 26 September of that year. 

In the campaign of a. ἢ. 68, the first recorded date is 3 Desius iv. 8. 1, 
which is the date of Vespasian’s entry into Jericho after the subjugation of 
@ great part of Judea. This was 23 May. 

iv. 9.2. Intelligence of Nero's death reaches Vespasian at Czesarea, 
while he was collecting his whole force to march against Jerusalem. Nero 
died 9 June, 68. The news could not reach Palestine before the last week 
of June. Thus a respite was given to the war in Judea. We read of no 
farther movements of the legions until the 5th of the following Desius, 
i.e. 14 May a.pv. 69. iv. 9.9, when Vespasian again marched into Judea, 
approached Jerusalem, overran the south, and destroyed Hebron and other 
towns. ‘So that now the conquest was complete, with the exception of 
the places which were in the hands of the robbers, Herodium, Masada, 
and Macherus; and henceforth Jerusalem was the mark.” Just then it 
was that Vespasian was called away by the exigency of affairs at home. 
“When he had overthrown all the places that were near to Jerusalem, 
he returned to Cesarea, and there had intelligence of the commotions 
at Rome, and that Vitellius was emperor. This roused his indignation,” &c. 
iv. 10. 2. His legions saluted him emperor, (according to Tacit. Hist. 
ii. 79, and Sueton. Vesp. 6.) 5non. or 5 id. July, a. vp. 69=July 3 or 11. 
Henceforth Judea had absolute rest from the war until the ensuing spring, 
when Titus was despatched “with the choicest of the legions to destroy 
Jerusalem.” iv. fin. We have then the following dates: 
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486. a.p.70. 14 Nisan=13 Apr. Friday, the siege begins on the 
very day of the Passover. On the 12th Artemisius (10 May Thurs.) the 
Romans began to raise their banks, and finished the work on the 29th, 
(27 May Sun.) v.11. 4. After this, mention is made of 1 Panemus v. tf. 
and 3 Panemus vi. 1.6: (Wed. June 27 and Friday June 29).—“‘On the 
17th Panemus Titus was informed that on that very day the daily sacrifice 
had failed for want of men to offer it, and that the people were grievously 
troubled thereat.” vi. 2.1, (Friday 18 July).—On the 24th Panemus = 20 © 
July fire is set to the outer court, ἐδ. 9. 

On the 8th Lous (Friday 3 Aug.) two of the legions having completed 
their banks, Titus orders the battering-rams to be brought to bear upon 
the west front of the inner temple or court of Israel. vi. 4.1. The 
soldiers set fire to the gates. Next day, Titus orders the fire to be 
quenched, and holds a council of war, in which he expresses his earnest 
desire to save the magnificent pile. This day the Jews were 80 weary 
and so dismayed that they refrained from any attacks. In fact, if Jose- 
phus is right in his enumeration of month-days, it was the sabbath. 
“But on the next day (which should be Sunday 5 Aug.) they gathered 
their whole force, and sallied out through the east gate: this, at the 2nd 
hour of the day, about 7 a.m. About the 5th hour they were overborne 
and shut themselves up in the inner court of the Temple. Then Titus 
retired into the Antonia, purposing to storm the Temple with his whole 
army early next day. And now the fatal instant was come: while the 
Romans were doing their utmost to quench the fire which was still 
raging in the inner courts, “one of the soldiers, without tarrying for 
orders, unconcerned and unawed at the greatness of the thing he was 
about to do, but borne cut of himself by a divine furor, snatched a mass 
of the flaming material, and lifted up by another soldier, hurled it in at 
a window.” All endeavours to stop the progress of the flames were in 
vain: the Temple perished.' 

On the 20th Ab=15 Aug., the Romans began to raise banks all round 
the Upper City, vi. 8. 1, which were finished 7 Gorpieus, “in eighteen 
days time.’ (The interval is in truth but 17 days including both extremes, 
unless Ab had 30 days. But in matters of this kind, precision is not to 
be expected: Josephus may mean only that the 8th Gorpieus on which the 
city was taken, was the 18th day from the beginning of the works.) This 
was Friday, Aug. 31: on the following day the city was taken, vi. 
10. 1. p. 538, (1). 

In vii. 3. 1, 2, we have the birth-days of Domitian and Vespasian, 
24 Oct. and 17 Nov. (supra ᾧ 345.) 


1 This statement shews how exactly | said requires a slight correction: it is 
the instant of the crisis coincides with | now sufficiently manifest that the brand 
the memorable economy described in | was cast not on the 4th but on the 5th 
p. 343. It appears that what was there | August towards evening. 


Jewish and aD A.D. A.D A.D A.D 
plan mu. 1Ραγ: 66. 67. | Days 68 69. 70. 


1 | Sa. Mar.16| Thu. Mar. δ] 1 | We. Mar. 48 8υ. Mar. 12| Sa. Mar. 3] 
18 80 ee ee 19 15 ee Apr. 6 ee ee 26 eo Apr. 14 
80 | Mo. Apr. 14) Fr. Apr. 3/29 | .. .. 20/.. Apr. 9... .. 48 


Sete ed 


1 | Tu. Apr. 16] Sa. Apr. 4] 1 | Th. Apr. 21| Mo. Apr. 10] Su. Apr. 29 
29 | .. May13).. May 2/ 80 | Fr. May 20] Tu. May 9 Mo. May 28 
1 | We. May 14|Su. May 3/ 1 | Sa. May 21} We. May 10) Ty. May 29 
80 | Th. June 12 Mo. June 1) 29 | .. June 18 .. June 7 es June 96 
1 | Su. June 19) Th. June 8 We. June 27 
30 | Mo. July 18] Fr. July 7| Th. July 26 


4. Thamuz, 1 | Fr. June 13/ Tu. June 2 
Panemus. 299 |} -. July 11} .. .. 80 


5. Ab, 1 | Sa. July 12] We. July 1| 1 | Tu. July 19] Sa. July 8) Fr. July 27 
Lous. 30 | Su. Aug. 10| Th. .. 50 | 28 -» Aug. 16] .. Aug. 5]... Aug. 24 


1 | We. Aug.17| Su. Aug. 67 Sa. Aug. 25 
30 | Th. Sept. 15| Mo. Sept. 4] Su. Sept. 23 


6. Elul, 1 | Mo. Aug. 11] Fr. July 31 
Gorpiaus. 29 | .. Sept. δ] .. Aug. 28 


7. Tisri, 1 | Tu. Sept. 9 Sa. Aug. 29/ 1 | Fr. Sept. 16] Tu. Sept. δ) Mo. Sept. 24 
Hyperbere- | 15 | .. .. 848]... Sept. 12) 15 30; .. .. 19] .. Oct. 8 


teus. 30 | We. Oct. 8.80. .. 22] 29 .. Oct. 3] .. .. 92 


Thu. Oct. 9] Mo. Sept. 28/ 1 |Sa. Oct. 15) W. Oct. 4 Tu. Oct. 28 
.. Nov. 6| .. Oct. 26; 30 | Su. Nov. 13! Th. Nov. 2] We. Nov. 2] 


8. Marchesvan, 
Dius. 


l 
29 
9. Kisleu, 1 | Fr. Nov. 7) Tu. Oct. 2322] 1 
30 | Sa 
1 


Mo. Nov. 14| Fr. Nov. 38] ΤῊ. Nov. 22 


Apelleus. - Dec. 6) We. Nov. 25 | 2y .. Dec. 1} .. Dec. 20 


10. Tebeth, Su. Dec. 7) Th. Nov. 28) 1 | Tu. Dec. 18 84. Dec. 2|Fr. Dee. 21 


Audynaus, | 29 | .. Jan. 4| .. Dec. 24) 30 | We. Jan.11|/Su. .. 3] 


11. Shebat, 1 | Mo. Jan. 5| Fr. Dec. 25; 1 | Th. Jan. 12| Mo. Jan. 1 
A.D. 68, B. A.D. 70. 
Peritius. 30 | Tu. Feb. 3. 84. Jan. 23; 22) .. Feb. 9, Mo. Jan. 29. 


12. Adar, 1 | We. Feb. 4; Su. Jan. 24| 1 | Fr. Feb. 10] Tu. Jan. 30 
Dystrus. 29 | .. Mar. 4/.. Feb. 21 30 | Sa, Mar. 11} We. Feb. 28 
ΙΝ 
Dioscorus. — | ......| sccccccoccosseceee 30. T. Mar.22!...... | ssecstovessscesees (90. Fr. Mar, 30 
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Il. 


The Curonocrapuies of the Assyrians, BasyY.Lonians, and 
Ecyprians, examined and compared with the Scriptures. 


ΒΕΟΤΊΟΝ I. Assyrian and Babylonian Chronology. 

8 487. Tue Bible History, in the seventh and eighth centuries 2. c., 
furnishes a few synchronisms by means of which the scanty, and often in- 
congrauous notices which we possess in a few fragments of Berosus and 
Ctesias, in Herodotus and Diodorus, and the Canons of the Chronographers, 
may be reduced into somewhat of order and consistency. Te adjust these 
notices, and to clear up the confusion in which the two last centuries of 
Assyrian History have been involved by a gross misstatement of Ctesias, 
will be my first undertaking. In the next place, I shall make it appear 
that the origins of Assyria and Babylon, according to the national accounts 
themselves, reach no higher than the century to which Moses, in our 
chronology, assigns the Dispersion of Nations. And lastly, I shall shew that 
the chronographies of these Empires are constructed upon an artificial plan, 
adapted to a certain numerical measure. In the succeeding section it will 
appear that the same measure is still more conspicuously the basis of the 
Egyptian chronographies: nay, even the remoter chronologies of Southern 
and Eastern Asia exhibit the same artificial structure based on the same 
measure. (Note to Sect.1.) This phenomenon, highly curious in itself, 
becomes very remarkable when viewed in connexion with the fact, that 
the measure itself appears to be derived from the Mosaic chronology of 
the period immediately subsequent upon the Flood. Did all these nations 
derive it from a common tradition coeval with their dispersion from the 
plain of Shinar? Or, did it travel (with the Sothiac cycle) from Egypt 
to Babylon, from the Euphrates to the Ganges, and thence to the furthest 
East? These questions I do not take upon me to decide. It is enough for 
me to invite attention to the fact, which, however it is to be accounted 
for, is too plain to be gainsaid. 


§ 488. In the Scriptures we find the names of the following Assyrian 
kings :-— 

Pul, contemporary with Menahem, 2 Kings xv. 19. (B.c. 771—760.) 

Tiglath-Pileser, with Ahaz, 2 Kings xvi. 7—10. (cir. 738.) 

Shalmaneser, with Hoshea and Hezekiah, 2 Kings xvii. 4, (723.) 

Sargon, Isai. xx. 1. (cir. 718.) 

Sennacherib, 2 Kings xviii. 13. (3. 0. 713.) 

Esarhaddon, his son, 2 Kings xix. 37. (The same, or another of the 
same name in Ezra iv. 2.) 
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A king of Assyria, not named, took Manaseeh captive to Babylon. 
2 Chron. xxiii 11. (supra p. 244, ἢ) 

The name of Sennacherib and a disguised relation of his miraculous 
overthrow are recorded in a well-known passage of Herodotus ii. 141. 
(comp. Berosus ap. Joseph. Ant. x. 1—4.) The conquests of Shalmaneser 
are mentioned, but without his name, by Menander the Ephesian, ap. 
Joseph. Ant. ix. 14. 2. 

§ 489. The fortunate discovery of the Armenian Eusebius has added 
to our sources of intelligence on the subject of Assyrian and Chaldean 
history two extracts from Berosus, one preserved by Alexander Polyhistor, 
the other by Abydenus. By comparing these with the notices of Scripture, 
and with the Canon of Herodotus and Cteaias, we may be able to illustrate 
this portion of history. 

In the former passage, Polyhistor, having described, from Berosus, the 
period from the Deluge down to Semiramis, minute enumerat nonine 
regum 45, assignane illis annos 526. Post quos, inquit, rex Chaldeorum /uté 
cui nomen Phulus, de quo item Hebreerum quoque historia meminit, Phuium 
deneminans, quem in terram Judaworum venises aiunt. Ac post eum Seneohe- 
vibum Polyhistor fuisse regem ait. Of the intermediate kings no mention 
is made: then, “ Postquam regnasect frater Senacharibi (meaning perhaps, 
Sargon) e¢ deinde postquam Acises in Babylonios dominatue esset et necdum 
90 quidem diebus regnum obtinuisect, a Marodach Baladano occisus est; 
εἰ M.B. per vim regnum tenuit 6 mensibus; cum vero interficiens regnabat 
quidam cui nomen Elibus. Verum tertio regni ejus anno Senecheribus rew 
Assyriorum exercitum conflabat adversus Babylonios, prelioque cum iis com- 
misso vicit, et captum una cum amicis in terram Assyriorum perduci jusstt. 
In Babylonios ergo dominatus, regem iis fikum suum Asordanium constituit 5 
ipee vero recedens terram Assyriorum petiit. Quum autem ille fama accepisset 
Greecos in Ciliciam belli movendi causa pervenisse, ad eos contendit; aciem 
contra actem instruit ac plurimis quidem de suo exercitu ceesie hostes (tamen) 
debellat atque in victoria monumentum imaginem suam eo in loco erectam 
reliquit, Chaldaicisque literie fortitudinem suam ad futuri temporie memoriam 
incidi jussit. Et Tarsum urbem (inquit) ipse ad similitudinem Babylonis 
condidit quem appellavit Tharsin. Et post omnia facta Sinnecherimi ilud 
quoque addens ait eum 18 annis viziese (in imperio >) δὲ per insidias quas 
Ui paravit filiue Ardumusanus 6 vita excessisse.” “ Regnavit Sinecherim, ut 
Polyhistor exponit, annie 18, et post eum ejusdem filius annis 8. Postea vero 
Sammughes annis 21, δὲ frater ejus annis 21. Ac deinde Nabupalsar annis 
20, ef post eum: Nabucodrossorus annis 43. (4 Sinecherimo uague ad Nabu- 
codrossorum comprehenduntur anni omnino 88.) 

“‘ Post Sammughen vero Sardanapallus Chaldeus regnavit annis 21. Hic 
exerciium Astyagi Medo, familie principi ac satrape, auzilio misit, ut 
Amuliam Astyagis fiiam Nabucodrossoro filio suo uxorem daret. Ac deinde 
regnavit Nabucodrossorus annie 43, et contractis copiis veniens captivos duait 
Jud@os et Phaenices ac Syros.” Chron. Armeno-lat, 41—44, 
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Now since the epoch of Nebuchadnezzar is B.c. 604, we have here for 
the epoch of | 


Nabupalsar (Nabopolassar) (207) ...... 624 B.c. 
A brother of Sammughes (21)...... 645 


Sammughes ........ ὁ οοννννννοον (21) ...... 666 
AB0rdan .........0sesescosesones (8) ...... 674 
Sennacherib 9.66 .οοονονοονοννοοοον (18)...... 692 


which is much at variance with the Scriptures; for Sennacherib was on 
the throne 713 s.c., and did not long survive the discomfiture of his armies 
which took place in that year. Moreover, Sardanapallus is made successor 
to Sammughes and with the same length of reign (21), and then is 
identified with Nabopolassar father of Nebuchadnezzar. It is manifest, 
then, that there is some confusion here. It seems that this identification 
is due to Polyhistor ; to him, at least, Syncellus ascribes it in the followmg 
passage : “ This Nabopolassar Polyhistor calls Sardanapallus, and says that 
he sent to Astyages satrap of Medias and took his daughter Amuita to wife 
for his own son Nebuchadnezzar. He (Nabopolassar) having been sent 
on an expedition by Saracus king of the Chaldeans as his general, made 
invasion upon Seracus himself at Nineveh. Saracus, alarmed at his approach, 
set fire to his palace and perished in the flames. So this same Nabopolassar, 
father of Nebuchadnezzar, obtained the empire of the Chaldeans.” Here 
we have the name Saracus, which does not appear in the excerpt from 
Polyhistor. Let us look now at the other extract: that of Abydenus. 


§ 490. Kodem tempore 25tus utique Sinecherib ¢tpse ex regibus vis 
demum inventus est (?) qué Babylonem sub ditionem redigens subegit, et ad 
littus maris Cilicia Graecorum classem profligatam depressit ; condiditque 
templum Athenarum (?), statuas @reas erexit, literisque sane (inquit) suam 
Sortitudinem exaravit ; et Tarsum ad figuram et similitudinem Babylonis 
edificavit ; ut Tarseum Cydnus flumen interflueret, Euphratis nimirum more 
Babylonem interfluentis. 

Ex ordine autem post eum Nergilus regnavit qui a filio Adramelo est 
anteremptus: et tpsum quoque frater ejus Axerdis ex eodem patre, non 
autem ex eadem matre, occidit ; et exercitum persequutus in Byzantinorum (?) 
urbem includit....Axerdis autem Aigyptum partesque Syria infertoris in 
suam potestatem redegit ; ex qua Sardanapallus quoque ertitit (or, hinc Sarda- 
napalius exortus est). Post quem Saracus in Assyrios regnavit: ef quum 
compertum habuisset multitudinem barbarorum mazimam ὁ mari exisse, ut 
impetum faceret, Busalossorum ducem confestim Babylonem misit. Tile autem 
consilio rebellionis inito, Amuhiam Astyagis Medi familia principis fitam 
Nabuchodrossoro suo filio uxorem despondit. Ac deinde protinus discedens 
accelerat aggredi Ninum, id est, urbem Ninive. Cum autem de his omnibus 
certior est factus Saracus rex, concremavit regiam aulam Evoriti (?). Nabua- 
chodrossorus vero accipiens regni imperium valido muro Babylonem cinsit. 
Chron. Armeno-lat. 53. Confused as this account is in some respects, it 
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clears up the perplexity occasioned by the other statement ; for it appears’ 
that the succession was as follows: 


(Abydenus.) (Polyhistor.) 

Sennacherib Sennacherib 

Nergilus Asordan 8?. 
Adrameles (son) Sammughes , 2]. 
Axerdis (bro.) bro. of Samm. 2]. 
Sardanapallus Sardanapallus 21. 
Saracus (om.) 

( Busalossor Nabopolassar 20. 


Nebuchadnezzar) § Nebuchadnezzar. 43. 


That is to say, Polyhistor, or those who copied the extract from him, 
have confounded Nabopolassar and Sardanapallus, or, in other words, have 
substituted the one reign of Nabopolassar or Busalossor for the éwo, Sar- 
danapallus and Saracus. And since the epoch of Nebuchadnezzar is B.c. 
604, and the sum of the years specified by Polyhistor is 91, we have 
for the epoch of Asordan or Esarhaddon son of Sennacherib, 605 8. ο. plus 
the years of Saracus between the death of Sardanapallus and the epoch 
of Nabopolassar. 

§ 491. Now the time of the final overthrow of Nineveh and the 
Assyrian empire is thus determined : 

1. It must have occurred before the year 606 p.c., for Jeremiah, in 
a prophecy delivered in that year, in which he recites “all the kings of 
the North, far and near”, makes no mention of Nineveh and Assyria. 

2. We know from Herodotus i. 103 ff. that the capture of Nineveh 
by Cyaxares took place after the famous eclipse of Thales. Now Ideler 
has proved, on a calculation furnished by Oltmanns, that the eclipse in 
question was that of 30 September n.c. 610, Handb. der Chronol. i. 209. 

3. This capture occurred after the expulsion of the Scythians. Now 
these barbarians, according to Herodotus, held Asia 28 years out of 
the 40 during which Cyaxares was king, ἰδ. 106. But Cyaxares began 
to reign 40’ (Cyax.) +35 (Astyages) before the overthrow of the Median 
empire by Cyrus, i.e. 559+75=634 p.c. And the Scythian invasion of 
that part of Asia occurred early in the reign; for Cyaxares, to avenge 
the defeat and death of his father Phraortes, invaded Nineveh, defeated 
the Assyrians, and was laying siege to Nineveh itself when he was obliged 
to withdraw by the irruption of a vast army of Scythians, ib. 103. Now 
28 years from 634 s.c. reach to 606 p.c. The meaning, then, of He- 
rodotus’s statement may be, that there was an interval of 28 years from 
the accession of Cyaxares to the capture of Nineveh which ensued after 
the expulsion of those barbarians. It seems to me that this was indeed 
the year of the taking of Nineveh, and that Nebuchadnezzar, not his 
father, took part with Cyaxares in the siege, and having brought it to a 
conclusion, set out on his expedition into Syria and Judea. But this 
cannot be the siege of which Berosus (in Abydenus) speaks; that, namely, 
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in which Saracus perished: for that coincided with the revolt of Busa- 
lossor or Nabopolassar, who began to reign in Babylon s.c. 625 (Canon, 
supra p. 485). There must therefore have been some other king of Assyria 
after Saracus; and it is interesting to observe that the list of Castor, 
preserved, in a very corrupt form indeed, in the Excerpta Barbara of 
Scaliger, ends after Sardanapallus or Thonus Concoleros with Ninus, to 
whom it assigns a reign of 19 years. Now 606+19=625 s.c. Eusebius 
also found a Ninus at the close of the Assyrian Canon: chronologia 
principium a Nino duximus et in alterum Ninum qui regnum a Sarda- 
napallo accepit desinimus: and at 608 n.c. he says; Cyaxvares Medus Ninum 
occidit. What we are to understand by the words multitudinem barbarorum 
maximam e mari exisse, in the passage of Berosus, it is hard to say: the 
Scythians, we have seen, were in Asia at least nine years earlier. Per- 
haps the meaning may be, that an attack of these barbarians on Nineveh 
was expected at that time (625 s.c.). And this may have been that very 
incursion which obliged Astyages (= Cyavares) to abandon the siege of 
Nineveh. This seems to me a fair way of reconciling the several accounts : 
that is: 

ᾧ 492. p.co. 634, Cyaxares ascends the throne of the Medes: the Scythians 

enter Asia about this time: 

625. The Scythians march towards Nineveh, which Cyaxares 
is at this time besieging. Nabopolassar = Busalogsor, 
general or satrap of Saracus, revolts, and allies himself 
with Astyages = Cyaxares, and hastes to attack Nineveh 
(Abyd.). Saracus on the news of this movement, sets 
fire to his palace and perishes. The siege is broken 
up by the approach of the Scythians, (Herodot.) and 
is not resumed until 

cir. B.c. 600.—When Cyaxares after the engagement with the 

᾿ Lydians (30 Sept. 610), extermimates great part of the 

Scythians, and, in conjanction with Nabopolassar or 

B.c, 606. Nebuchadnezzar takes Nineveh, and puts to death 
Ninus its last king. 

In what year then did Saracus succeed to Sardanapallus? for the length 
of his reign is not given. Perhaps at the same time as Cyaxares began 
to reign. For in the Canon of Castor we find the two last reigns given 
thus : 

37. Tonus Concolerus qui vocatur Grece Sardanapallus, annos. ...xxx 


And the list ends with this statement: Simul reges 30 antiqui Assyriorum 
pereeverantes annos 1430. Yet only 38 kings are enumerated: one there- 
fore is omitted, perhaps Saracus is included with Sardanapallus, with a 
reign of 9 years, making with the 21 of Sardanapallus, the sum of 30 
years. I am aware that this Sardanapallus is placed by Castor and Euse- 
bius much earlier than 625 3.c.; but there is a confusion here which 
‘I shall endeavour to clear up presently. If then, we suppose that 
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Saracus began tO reigM........ccccorccccsccssscerccceccecs B.C. 634 
then Sardanapallus...............-csscccscsssecceeceees (215)...... 655 
Axerdis (Ab.) brother of Sammughes (Po.) (21’)...... 676 
Adrameles (Ab.) Sammughes (Po.)............ (21’)...... 697" 
Nergilus (Ab.) Asordan (P0.) .........cssssseseee (87)...... 705 


§ 493. Here we have this interesting result, that the reign of Axerdis 
begins at the year 676 B.c., the year which was predicted for the entire 
extermination of the Ten Tribes from the promised land, Isai. vii. eupra 
§ 233. And we have learnt from Abydenus that this Axerdis “made 
conquests in Egypt and in the parts of lower Syria.” His name is mani- 
festly identical with Esarhaddon, and this must be the king mentioned 
in Ezra iv. 2. as the founder of the Samaritan nation. That is to say, 
in n.c. 676, at the end of 65 years from the first year of Ahaz, as pre- 
dicted by Isaiah, this Esarhaddon (Ezr. iv. 2.) king of Assyria (2 Kings 
xvii. 24.) having overrun Syria (Abyd.), reduced under his dominion the 
territory of the old Ten Tribes, carried away the last remains of the 
Israelite population, and supplied their place with a mixed eolony of 
heathens. And it is further to be observed that in the Canon, we find 
a king of Babylon of this same name at this same time, Asaridin Β. 6. 
680—667 Β.ο. That is, this Assyrian king and conqueror was for wo 
years king also of Babylon: which accords with the notice in 2 Kings 
xvii. 24, “the king of Assyria brought men from Babylon, and from 
Cuthsh, Ava, Hamath, and Sepharvaim.”—It appears from tho Canon 
that the accession of Asaridin at Babylon in 680 was preceded by an 
interregnum of eight years. Hence it would seem that Babylon at that 
time fell again into the hands of the Assyrians, and that Asaridin was 
viceroy in that city before he wrested the throne of Assyria from his 
half-brother Sammughes or Adrameles. Of this king nothing is known, 
but the Asordan of Berosus (Polyhistor) is manifestly the Esarhaddon of 
Scripture, the son and suceessor of Sennacherib. The identity of the 
parties is unquestionable: in Berosus and in the Scriptures, a king Sen~ 
nacherib ; who is assassinated according to Berosus by a son Ardumusanus, 
according to the Scriptures by Adrammeiech and Sharezer ; in Berosus, he 
is succeeded, not by the assassin but by his son <Asordan ; in the Scrip- 
tures we read, that “ Fearhaddon his son reigned in his stead.’ Only our 
date of the acceasion of Aserdan seems to be at variance with the Serip- 
tares, for there is nothing to shew that Sennacherib survived the miraculous 
overthrow of his armies eight years (713—705). One naturally infers from 
the narrative iteelf that his assassination took place soon after his retarn 
to Nineveh. And the book of Tobit i. 21 seems to imply that but 55 
days elapsed between his return and the assassination. Hence I ash led 


1 In the Canon of Eusebius the two | 429 -- 2x 21, under the name Acraganes, 
reigns of 217 each are given as one of | or Acrazanes; Castor, Acrapazus = 40. 
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to surmise, that the Nergilus of Abydenus is not the same with Asordan, 
but his successor; and that the 8 years of difference above noted are really 
the time of Esarhaddon’s reign, to which Polyhistor assigns 8 years. 
§ 494. Our dates will then proceed thus: 
B.c. 713. Defeat of Sennacherib: death, soon after: Esarhaddon I. reigns 
8 years. 
705. Nergilus succeeds Esarhaddon, r. 8 years. 
607. Adrameles = Sammughes, 21 years. 
676. Axerdis, Asaridin, Esarhaddon 11. 21 years. 
655. Sardanapallus, 21 years. 
634. Saracus, 9 years. 
625. .Ninus 19 years. 


Now it is certain that the notices relative to Sennacherib and Esarhaddon 
have fallen into considerable confusion. In the first place, Sennacherib 
certainly did not reign 18 years, even if his death occurred in 705 3.c. 
For Shalmaneser was reigning in 721, and between him and Sennacherib 
was his brother (post quam regnasset frater Senacheribi, says Berosus ap. 
Polyhist.), the Sargon of Isaiah xx. 1. There can be no doubt, then, 
that the number 18 is a mistake, either of Berosus himself, or of Polyhistor, 
or lastly, of Eusebius. Nor is this the only error, but one or other of 
these writers has confounded actions of Sennacherib the father and Esar- 
haddon or Asordan the son. 

§ 495. For in the extract from Berosus we find the following state- 
ments : 


Assyria. Babylon. 
Sennacherib’s brother 
Sennacherib Hagises, tyrant, 30 days 
slain by 
Merodach-Baladan, r. 6 months 
slain by 
Elibus, r. 2 years. 


In the third year of this Elibus, Sennacherib takes Babylon, and sets up his 
son Asordan, as viceroy in that city. This Merodach-Baladan can surely 
be no other than the Babylonian king mentioned in Isaiah xxxix. There, 
soon after the defeat of Sennacherib’s army, and seemingly after his death, 
this king of Babylon sends a friendly message to Hezekiah : in Berosus, a 
Babylonian king of the same name appears in a hostile relation to Sen- 
nacherib. But Berosus places the death of his Merodach-Baladan two years 
before Sennacherib's conquest of Babylon. Not to mention other conjectures, 
I take it that the Sennacherib who conquered Elibus was not the Sennacherib 
of Scripture, but Esarhaddon. Perhaps both kings, the Sennacherib of 
Scripture and the Esarhaddon of Scripture = Asordan of Berosus, bore the 
name Sennacherib or Sennecherim. I think this may be gathered from Euse- 
biuss account of the order of Polyhistor’s narrative. His omnibus absolutis, 
pergit denuo Polyhistor res aliquot etiam a Senecheribo gestas exponere, ἃς. 
At all events, it is pretty clear that the erection of the monument and build- 
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ing of Tarsus, which Berosus ascribes to Sennacherib, were the acta of Esar- 
haddon = Asordan, whom the Greeks call Sardanapallus' (evidently the 
same name with Esarhaddon). Hence it follows that the captor of Babylon 
whom Polyhistor and Abydenus call Senecheribus and Senecherimus was 
this Sardanapallus = Esarhaddon. But is then the whole of Berosus’s rela- 
tion to be understood of him? in other words, is Esarhaddon the person of 
whom Berosus relates that he reigned 18 years and was slain by Ardumu- 
zanus? and was Berosus’s Asordan the son of Esarhaddon? Mr. Clinton 
answers these questions in the affirmative, but I do not see how I can assent 
to this conclusion. The parallelism with the Scripture account, as I just now 
observed, is too marked to admit of this supposition. Surely all this part 
of Berosus’s account belongs to the Sennacherib of the Scriptures: the rest, 
that is to say, the capture of Babylon, and victory over the Greeks, and 
founding of Tarsus and Anchiale, are acts of Esarhaddon, which either 
Berosus himself, or one of his copyists, mistakenly referred to the Senna- 
cherib who was assassinated by his son, after a reign (as the text has it) of 
18 years. The number however is corrupt, and no wonder, considering the 
confusion introduced into the account by the identification of Sennacherib 
with Esarhaddon. Certainly, Sennacherib reigned not more than 6 or 7 years. 
§ 496. Toturn now to the Babylonian Canon. 
Here we have 


Mardok-Empad r. 12 years, 721 s.c. Regibel 
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r. 1 years, 693 B.c. 


Arkean 5 ..... 700... #§ Mesesi-Mordak 4 4...... 692 ... 
Interregnum ee 704 .. Interregnum 8 ...... 688 .. 
Belibus 3 ...... 702...  Asaridin 13 ...... 680 ... 
Apronadius GB ...... 699 ... to 667 ... 


If the Merodach Baladan of Scripture, Merodach Baladan of Berosus, be 
included in this list, the comparison of dates would identify him with 
Mardok Emped. But according to Berosus he reigned but 6 months. This, 
however, may be true enough, if we suppose that he reigned from 721 as 


1 Schol. Aristoph. Av, 1022. “ Sar- 
danapallus, son of Anacyndaraxas, king 
of Nineveh’’ (Athenazus, xii. 528. f. says 
“son of Anabaraxas’’— which may be 
the same name as Sennacherib) “found- 
ed Tarsus and Anchiale in one day. But 
his house being burnt, he perished in 
the flames.” [The last clause confounds 
him with the Saracus of Abydenus, whom 
the Greeks also call Sardanapallus. ] 
“6 A pollodorus says there was written ou 
his tomb in Assyrian letters, Sarda- 
napallus son of Anacyndarazas built 
Tarsus and Anchiale in one day. Hel- 
lanicus in his Persica says there were 
two Sardanapalli.’”’ So far the Scholiast. 


Suidas: ““ Callisthenes in the 2nd book 
of his Persica says there were two Sar- 
danapalli, the one active and generous, 
(= Asordan, Esarhaddon] the other effe- 
minate.”” See also Athen. u. 8. Arrian. 
Exp. ii. δ. Strabo. xiv. 4. 8 8, who 
speak to the tradition that Anchiale and 
Tarsus were founded by Sardanapallus, 
and that this was commemorated by a 
stone statue of the king with an inscrip- 
tion to that effect, to which were subjoin- 
ed some lines expressive of the vanity of 
all things except sensual enjoyments. 
See Diod. Sic. ii.23. and Nike, Cherilus, 
p- 196 ff. Clinton F. H. App. on As- 
syrian Chron. p. 275, 6. 
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viceroy or satrap, was deposed by the tyrant Hagises (30 days) during a 
revolt (from Assyria), slew the usurper, and himself reigned as tyrant or 
usarper 6 months, after which he was slain by Elibus, who reigned two years 
to 709 5.6. at latest. That is to say, I suppose the train of events noted by 
Berosus to belong to the latter part of the years which the Canon assigns to 
Mardok-Empad. And this hypothesis is coroborated by the statement in 
Isaiah. There, Hezekiah falls sick in the middle of his reign of 29 years, 
i.e. 15 years before its close: é.¢. 712 or 711 8.0. Merodach Baladan sends 
te congratulate him on his recovery ; therefore certainly very soon after his 
recovery. The object of the mission was doubtless political. The Baby- 
lonians had taken advantage (I infer) of the prostration of Sennacherth’s 
power, perhaps of his death too, to throw off their allegiance: one ΕΗ 
set himself up as tyrant, but was very soon deposed by Mardok-Empad 
or Merodach-Baladan the former viceroy, and this potentate would fain 
strengthen himself against his old masters by drawing into a common cause 
that king of the Jews of whom he had heard in connexion with the mar- 
vellous discomfiture of the Assyrian hosts. The embassy fell in the period 
which Berosus (right or wrong) describes as 6 months. Merodach, however, 
lost his throne and his life to another usurper (Elibus), who had reigned two 
years when Esarhaddon (whom Berosus calls Senecherib) overcame him, 
recovered Babylon, and placed his son (whom Berosus with a consistency 
in error calls Asordan) as viceroy at Babylon. If the Arkean of the Canon 
be this son or Assyrian viceroy, all is consistent. Two or three years, the 
joint reigns of Elibus and Merodach, added to 709 8.0. lead up to 712 or 
711, the Seripture-date of Merodach’s mission to Hesekiab. 

§ 497. But further: if Sennacherib died 713 or 7123.0. then Ezar- 
haddon his son, who reigned 8 years, died 705 or 704 3.0. And this again 
is remarkable in connexion with the fact indicated by the Canon, viz. of sn 
interregnum at Babylon beginning in the year 704, and lasting two year. 
One would infer, that is, that the Babylonians took occasion from the death 
of the powerful king, their conqueror, to throw off the yoke. 

Nearly at the same time it was, that the Medes finally succeeded in 
throwing off the yoke of Assyria. For so Herodotus relates their history: 
‘The Assyrians were supreme in upper Asia during 520 years, after which 
the Medes were the first to revolt, and they recovered their independence. 
Then, for a while, they had no kings: their first monarch was Deioces, who 
hed originally distinguished himself and gained influence in the capacity of 
8 self-constituted judge or umpire. Now 


** Deioces reigned 53 years 
“His son Phraortes ... 22 ... 
“His son Cyaxares ... 40 ... 
“ His son Astyages ... 38.” ... (to 8. 0. 559) 
-.-sum 150 
B.0. 659 ... 


Whenee the epoch of Deioves is 709 2.0. 
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If we may rely upon the accuracy of these numbers, the Medes would 
seem to have effected their independence very soon after the overthrow and 
death of Sennacherib; perhaps in consequence of that prostration of the 


Assyrian power'. 


1 The Book of Tobit implies that the 
Median Revolt began about 713 8.c., 
and that the War of Independence was 
over in 704 3.c. (This story seems to 
have been composed after the building 
of the Second Temple (see xiv. 4, 5), of 
matter, which may be purely fictitious, 
bat at all events was derived from a cor- 
rect knowledge of the history and chro- 
nolegy of the Assyrian empire in the 
times of which it treats. This very cor- 
rectness, shown in matters with which a 
Jew of the Persian times can hardly be 
supposed to be so well acquainted, seems 
to imply that the ground-work of the 
story, at least, is historical.)—The facts 
are these :-- 

1. Tobit lost his sight during the Pen- 
tecost following the death of Sennache- 
rib ii. 1-10, which death occurred 55 
days after his return from Judea i. 21. 
He was 58 years old when he lost his 
sight, i.¢. in 712 3.c., xiv. 2, and his 
blindness continued 8 years, ἰδ. therefore 
till 764 3.c. New the cure was effected 
by Tobias immediately on his return 
from Media; and between his mission 
into Media and return thence, the narra- 
tive interposes only so much time as was 
requisite for the journey and the marriage. 
Therefore the mission occurred in 705-4 
z.c. The object of the joumey was the 
recevery of a debt due to Tobit in Media, 
which debt he weuld gladly have called 
in at an earlier period, viz. in Senma- 
cherib’s time, bat it was not safe to make 
the attempt, “because the estate of Sen- 
necherib in Media was troubled,’ i. 15. 
This waein 713 or earlier, and since Tobit 
did not make the attempt till 705-4, it fol- 
lows that in all those years the “‘ troubled 
estate’’ continued.—Compere with this 
the results obtained in the text, and it 
appears that the time of trouble lasted 
through the whole reign of Esashaddon, 
eight years (just the term mentioned in 


the Book of Tobit). That is, so long as 
Eearhaddon lived, the war of revolt still 
continued in Media; at his death the 
Medes effected their independence (Ba- 
bylon, too, at the same time: see the 
Canon at 704), and it was now safe for 
Tobit to send his son into Media.—This 
accarate agreement with profane accounts 
shews, as I remarked, a kind of know. 
ledge for which we cannot give credit to 
Jews of later times.—With respect to 
the rest of the chronology of this Book, 
I may remark, 

2. That the age of Tobit at his death 
is given in the Greek text as 158, in the 
Latin ae 102 years. If either statement 
be true, it must be the latter. For, ac- 
cording to the former, Tobit died Β. c. 
712— 100 =612. Now Nineveh was taken 
in 666 B.c. at latest, ondy siz years after 
the implied date of Tobit’s decease. It 
is impossible to reconcile this result with 
the terms of the narrative, according to 
which Tobit on his death-bed predicted 
the overthrow of Nimeveh, enjoined To- 
bias to withdraw into Media, which thing 
Tobias did, and there (in Media) “de- 
came old with honour,...and died, being 
127 years old; but before he died, heard 
of the destruction of Nineveh, which was 
taken by Nebuchadneszar and Assuerus 
[Cyaxares]: and before his death he re- 
joiced over Nineveh,” xiv. 12-15.—But 
according to the Latin text, Tobit died 
B.C. 712 + 56 — 102 = 3. c. 668, which 
allows fall 60 years for Tobias to grow 
old in after his father’s death. It is 
evident, too, from the very wording, that 
the overthrow of Nineveh is represented 
as falling not long befere the death of 
Tobias, i.¢. that he died net long after 
606 n.c. And the same thing follews 
from the silence of the narrative as to 
the actual captivity of Judah: for if 
Tobias had lived to hear of the depor- 
tation under Jehoiakim and Jeconiah, 

and 
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-§ 498. But then, this natural and perspicuous account is signally at 
variance with that of Ctesias, preserved by Diodorus (ii. 25). This writer 
says that “a succession of 30 Assyrian kings reached to Sardanapallus, in 
whose time the empire passed to the Medes, after it had continued with the 


and still more, of the destruction of the 
Temple, surely those calamities would 
have been mentioned in some way or 
other, and not left merely as matter of 
prophecy, as in xiv. 4. Suppose then 
that Tobias died in 606 (before he could 
hear even of the first deportation to Ba. 
bylon), then he was born in 606+ 127 =733 
B.C., therefore before the captivity under 
Shalmaneser ( Enemeassar ),—which agrees 
with the narrative i. 9, 10—and was 29 
years old at the time of his marriage : 
so that all the notes of time agree very 
well.—It is possible, in point of chro- 
nology, that what Tobit (in 668 B.c.) 
is represented to have said about “ Ma- 
nasses”’ that he “‘ gave alms, and escaped 
the snares of death which they had set 
for him” (xiv. 10) may refer to the cala- 
mity and repentance of King Manasseh, 
which we have placed at or soon after 
676 3.c.; but on other accounts this 
does not seem very likely. 

Of the Book of Judith (for that, too, 
belongs to the present subject) I am led 
to form a very different estimate. I am 
aware that its claims to be considered as 
a history of facts have been asserted or 
assumed by very able men, Montfaucon, 
Huet, Ussher, Jackson, Prideaux, and, 
in our own times, Clinton. The reasons 
which lead me to an opposite conclusion 
are the following—No conjuncture at all 
like that which is represented in this 
story can be shewn to have existed either 
in the time of Manasseh (to which most 
refer it) or at any other time. We read 
of “ the Jews but just returned from their 
captivity, and the people of Judea but 
recently gathered together, and the vessels 
and the altar of incense and the house 
but just purified from their profanations:”’ 
then, “the whgle nation greatly alarmed 
for Jerusalem and the Temple,” viz. on 
Nebuchadnesszar’s sending Holofernes 


to invade the land, ‘‘in the 18th year of 
his reign, the 22nd day of the first month.” 
Nay, the Temple itself had been razed 
to the ground, ἐγενήθη εἰς ἔδαφος, ν. 18 
S. Jerome, I am aware, amputates this 
and some other expressions, and the 
commentators contrive to soften them 
down. But the difficulty remains after 
all. If the events ever happened, it 
must have been before the Babylonian 
Exile; but we know of no such cap- 
tivity of the whole nation ; no such de- 
secration (not to say destruction) of the 
Temple, no such Assyrian invasion 
following after the restoration, to say 
nothing of the circumstance that no 
king of Judah, but only a high-priest 
Joachim is mentioned as ruler of the 
people. We know of no ‘ Nebuchad- 
nezzar’’ but the notorious king of Baby- 
lon (not of Assyria, and reigning at 
Nineveh !): nor will it mend matters to 
allege that Nabopolassar is meant, and 
he, not the father of Nebuchadnezzar, but 
Sardanapalius, whom Polyhistor calls 
Nabopolassar (this is Mr. Clinton's 
view)—for we have already disposed of 
Polyhistor’s blunder. We know of no 
“Arphaxad, king of Media :” and should 
we choose to identify him with Phraortes, 
who was defeated and slain by the king 
of Assyria (supra, p. 550), why, that 
event befell in 5.0. 634. é.¢. in the reign 
of Josiah! Finally, Judith was of course 
not advanced in years at the time of the 
story; and “she lived to be 105 years 
old,”’ “‘ and there was none that made 
the children of Israel any more afraid 
in the days of Judith, nor a long time 
after her death ;”’ therefore the incidents 
must, be placed at least 80 years’ before 
B. C. 606.—These incongruities lie on 
the surface of the story, and to my mind 
are incapable of being explained away. 
Then, as to external evidence, Josephus 
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Assyrians more than 1300 years” (1306, or 1360). “Then Nineveh was 
destroyed, the Assyrian empire dissolved, and the Median empire began 
with Arbaces. Eight kings followed him, the last of whom was Aspadas = 
Astyages.” The sum of their years (ending at the accession of Astyages 
594 B. 0.) is 282 years: which makes the epoch of Arbaces 876 B. c. 


either knew nothing of the story, or knew 
that it was not history. Neither is it no- 
ticed by Philo, or any other ancient Jewish 
writer.—Having stated the grounds on 
which I believe it to be no history of facts, 
I must trespass a little further on the 
reader's indulgence, while I explain what 
seems to me the true drift and structure 
of the story. “Judith,” FTI, is 
the Jewish Nation or Church personi- 
fied: Nebuchadnezzar and Holofernes 
typify the heathen enemies of the Church, 
generally : Judith’s victory, the Church's 
deliverance. It is not a sustained alle- 
gory or disguised narrative of any one par- 
ticular crisis of the national history, but a 
parable in which the past history of the 
nation is, so to speak, generalized into a 
pledge of a future delivergnce. The im- 
mediate ground-work, the fact of history 
which was directly present to the writer's 
thoughts, was the great Maccabean vic- 
tory over Nicanor, the general of Antio- 
chus Eupator, 1 Macc. vii. 39 ff. 2 Macc. 
xv.1. ff: Holofernes is Nicanor: the stra- 
tagem of Judith has nothing in reality 
corresponding to it, but belongs simply 
to the fiction. That this is the true in- 
terpretation seems to have been felt by 
the Jews themselves, for so says R. Ge- 
daliah Salseleth haccabala f.25, Etiam 
salus tunc paria hac habetur, in cabbala 
orali nostra [he also remarks, De foemina 
illa Juditha non alibi memoratur quam 
in Midrash), occisum esse Nicanorem 
interventu. Judithe jfiie Mattathia, 
quum Nicanor eam deperiret eaque ad 
eum accederet eique daret dapes et ine- 
briaret eum et occideret eum aique caput 
ajus abscissum afferret ad fratrem suum 
Judam Maccabeum. Εἰ tum Judei 
aggressi Gracos eos inlerfecerunt atque 
¢ terra sancta Israclis pepulerunt. More- 
over, there is this significant intimation 


of a recognized connexion (only in a 
more general way) between this story 
and the Maccabean times; namely, the 
Vulgate, translated by Jerome from the 
Chaldee, asserts that “the day of this vic- 
tory was observed by the Jews as a holy 
day from that time even to this day.’’ 
But what is the Festival? No other 
than the Maccabean Feast of Dedication, 
25 Casleu. Selden de Synedr. iii. 227. 
Not that it appears under that name in 
the usual Jewish Calendars; but when 
the Festum Juditha is mentioned at 
all, it is assigned to the 25 Casleu: e. g. 
Louis of Modena de Rit Hebr. iii. 9. 
propler preclarum Juditha facinus... 
hujus festi solemnitas agitur. (For these 
notices I am indebted to the Bidfioth. 
Critica Sacre of Cherubini, ii. 895. Lou- 
vain 1704.) The groundwork, then, was 
furnished by a lively reminiscence of 
the Maccabean victories. The name of 
Nebuchadnesszar serves only for the ex- 
pression of the general idea : that great 
adversary of God’s people represents all 
others. Now it was in the 18th year of 
his reign that Nebuchadnezzar took Je- 
rusalem in the 4th month, and in the 5th 
month sent Nebuzaradan to destroy City 
and Temple. These dates the author re- 
tains: it is in the 18th year of Nebu- 
chadnezzar, on the 22nd Nisan (at the end 
of the Paschal week) that Holofernes is 
sent to invade Judea, and it is in the διὰ 
month that he comes to his end by the 
hand of Judith. The fifth month is not 
expressed indeed, but itis clearly implied 
in the statement that Judith had been a 
widow three years and fourmonths from the 
time of barley-harvest, é.¢. from Nisan. 
viii. 3, 4. With this also the details 
agree: Holofernes, sent on the 22 Nisan, 
was at Damascus in the time of wheat- 
harvest, ἐ. 6. after Pentecost, and encamped 

a 
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Ctesies. Heredotus. 
Arbeces 28 3.0. 876 
Mandeucas 50 ... 848 
Sosermus 90 ... 798 
Αχίγοα δῦ ... 768 
Arbianes 22 ... 718 
Arteus 40... 696  Deioces 653 5,6. 709 
Astybaras 40 ... 634 #Cyaxares 40 ... 634 
Aspadas (35)... 594 Astyages 35 ... 594 


It is to be remembered that Ctesias derived his information from the 
court-historiographers of the Persian kings : men, who were under the induce- 
ment of national vanity to exalt the Medo-persian name, and to depress the 
glory of their Assyrian and Chaldean predecessors. If he meant to say that 
the Assyrian empire and the great city Nineveh were completely overthrown 
at the time which he specifies, he was egregiously deceived. It is certain 
from Scripture that Nineveh was a mighty city at a time fifty years later 
than his epoch of Sardanapallus and Arbaces, and that Assyria was still at 
the height of its power from that time till near the close of the following 
century, 824—713 p.c. This is certain from Scripture, and from Herodotus 
and Berosus we know that Nineveh was taken and the Assyrian empire 
finally dissolved by the Medes and Persians a century later still, Β. c. 625— 
606.—Let us look now at Ctesias's list of kings. The three last are mani- 
festly identical with the three last of Herodotus. The two next preceding 
have 8 suspicious look : Arbdianes 22 and Artaus 40 look very like a dupli- 
cate of Artynes 22 Astybaras 40. Reject one pair, then Artycas 50 will match 
Deiocee 58. The remaining 108 years will then reach to 814 Β. o. (Eusebius 
actually places the epoch of Arbaces and his conquest of Nineveh 40’ 
before Ol. 1, therefore 816 s.c.) Still, I doubt the truth even of this more 
moderate estimate. Jt seems to me, in short, that the numbers and names 
are artificial. The eight first numbers lie in pairs: 28 (say 30), 50; 30, 50: 


3 whole month in the plain of Esdraclon, 
iii. 10. This leads to the middle of the 
4th month. After this, the people fasted 
ἡμόρας πλείους : which brings us very 
nearly to the 5th month. So thatthe au- 
thor seems even to have taken pains to 
intimate that the great deliverance of 
which he speaks fell, i. 6. would fall, 
in the month (45) which was rendered 
80 memorable by former disasters: which 
I suppose he was led to do by the pro- 
phecy in Zechariah, viii. 19, “the fast 
of the fourth month and the fast of the 
Sifth...shall be to the house of Judah joy 


and gladness and cheerful feasts.” These 
notes of time, therefore, seem to be of 
an apocalyptic import; and perhaps the 
same may be said of the term of Judith’s 
widowhood, three years and four months, 
approaching to “the time, times, and di- 
viding of a time.” Or else, it may be 
that this term of 8. 4™ and a few days, 
is derived from the interval of 34 x 7, 
which reaches from 8 Aug. 168 to 25 
Nov. 165, and thence again to 5 March 
161, supra, p. 427; for 33 x 7* or 1201 
days make 3 Jewish years plus 4 months 
and 10 days. : 
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then 22, 40; 22,40. The names perhaps may be those of satraps, but the 
epoch of Median independence is falsified. The story of a dissolution of the 
Assyrian empire by the Medes under Arbaces rests solely on the testimony 
of Ctesias, which is worth nothing against the authority of Herodotus. The 
Father of History knew nothing of an earlier overthrow of the Assyrian 
power, or of the establishment of a Median empire by Arbaces: and the 
hypothesis of a new Assyrian empire, re-established after that overthrow, is 
not matter of history, but a mere contrivance designed for the reconcilement 
of the Scripture accounts with the idle and unsupported tale first broached 
by Ctesias, and from him uncritically adopted by later writers. In short, 
Ctesias has enormously antedated the epoch of Median independence, and 
has confounded that with the time of the overthrow of Nineveh, which 
makes the prochronism still more enormous.—Look again at his numbers :— 
the first four reigns amount to 158 years, exceeding only by 2 the dura- 
tion which Herodotus assigns to the Median empire, 128+ 28-156. If I 
am right in my suspicion, Arbaces means, Deioces. He revolted in the 
reign of Esarhaddon J.= Asordan, whom the Greeks call Sardanapallus: 
the Greeks confound this Sardanapallus with a later king of Nineveh, in 
whose reign they think the city was finally overthrown; Ctesias does the 
same, and hence confounds the Median revolt from Assyria, with the Median 
overthrow of Nineveh. This conclusion rests on critical grounds: the in- 
compatibility of Ctesias's account with that of Herodotus; the artificial 
structure of the numbers ; the facility with which the error is accounted for. 
Add to this, that Ctesias contradicts the Scriptures in one part, and Berosus 
in another. I find however, that what is here given as the result of criticism 
is not without authority as matter of history. Moses Chorenensis, who 
agrees with Berosus in placing Sardanapallus = Esarhaddon after Senna- 
cherib, makes Sardanapallus contemporary with the Median Arbaces, as he 
was in fact with Deioces. Perhaps also Castor, as cited in the Excerpta 
Barbara, may have contemplated the same date ; he is made to say, Ab istis 
autem in prima Olympiads annos 67 Assyriorum regnum: by which he may 
mean, that the succession of 39 kings terminated 67 years after the first 
Olympiad, or 709 3.c. But the evidence to the point for which I am con- 
tending is consolidated by the following fact :—Ctesias reckons 1306 years 
to the duration of the Assyrian Empire: now 1306 added to 713 B. c. (the 
epoch of Sardanapallus = Esarhaddon) give 2019 3.c. as the epoch of the 
empire ; and from 2019 s.c. to 559, the epoch of the Persian empire, ἐφ 
precisely an annus magnus of 1460 years. In other words, Ctesias‘’s account, 
when thus adjusted to its original bearings, is found to be based upon the 
great astronomical year assumed as the measure of the Assyrian and Median 
times conjointly. We shall presently find that the Babylonian chronography 
exhibits this same period, only with different bearings ; and in the scheme of 
Georgius Syncellus, derived from the ancient chronographies, it again comes 
to view as the duration of the Assyrian empire of 41 kings ending with 
Tonos Concoleros = Sardanapallus : for to these he assigns a period of 1460 
years. 
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§ 499. To the Assyrian empire, prior to the revolt of the Medes, under 
Deioces, (i.e. about 713 B.c.) Herodotus assigns a duration of 520 years. 
Compare with this the statement of Berosus above quoted, which mentions 
8 succession of 45 kings, after Semiramis, whose reigns amount to 526 years. 
Post quos rex Chald@orum fuit cui nomen Phulus, &c.: the succession seems 
to end at Pui, but in truth, I suppose, it reaches to Sennacherib or Esar- 
haddon. If the 520 years of Herodotus end at 713, the 526 will end at 707, 
which is very nearly the close of the reign of Esarhaddon. Hence the epoch 
of Semiramis will be 707 + 526 (Berosus)= 713 + 520 (Herodotus) = 1233 B.c. 


ὁ 500. Before the epoch of Semiramis there lie, in the account of Berosus, 
the following periods : 


From the Flood to the Median Invasion of Babylon ......... 33,091 years. 
Then, 8 Median kings r. 2247 
11 kinggs............. 48 
49 Chaldeans......... 458 
" 9 Arabians ......... 245 
Sum......... 975 years. 


Hence the epoch of the Median Invasion of Babylon will be 1233 + 975 = 2208 
B.c. Now this is manifestly artificial : for, from 2208 to 747 Β. c., the epoch 
of the Chaldean era of Nabonassar, are 1461 years, i.e. Chaldean years, 
which make 1460 Julian years, or an exact annus magnus. A fact of this 
description needs no comment. It cannot be accidental that the first, and, 
strictly speaking, traditional and ante-historical portion of Chaldean history 
is measured by a complete revolution of the annus magnus, ending at the 
very year from which the historical era and authentic computation by 
Egyptian years dates its commencement. Only I must intreat the reader 
to note clearly the process by which this curious fact was detected; viz. 
by applying Herodotus’s period of 520 years to the Scripture-date of the death 
of Sennacherib 713, to which on other grounds we have referred the epoch of 
the Median Independence. The result, therefore, does very signally attest 
the validity of our deductions on that subject. But the artifice does not 
stop here. Observe the three first items in Berosus's list : 


; 8 Median kings 2247 
τ. 11 kings 48 
49 Chaldeans 458 

The sum is ............ 730 years, 


or just half of ἂλ annus magnus: i.e. the Arabian dynasty began just in the 
middle of the vycle. Perhaps, too, the epoch of Semiramis is artificial ; for 


1 The date of the Median Invasion | τοῦ Ἰλιακοῦ πολέμου ἔτεσι τκβ΄. Of 
is attested by Thallus, ap. Theoph. ad | course the numeral of the centuries is in 
Autolyc. 281. κατὰ rijv Θάλλου ἱστο- | error. Read axf, 1022, then 1185 + 1022 
play ὁ Βῆλος προγενέστερος εὑρίσκεται | = 2207. 
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1233 —'747 = 486 years, and 975 years = 2 x 4874, now 487 Chaldean or Egyp- 
tian years are just one third of the cycle 1461 years. 

ᾧ 501. This date, then, of the Median Invasion, 2207 3.c., must not 
be regarded as purely historical: it is the result of an astronomical adjust- 
ment applied to an historical or traditional epoch of Babylonian history. 
But that it is not very wide of the truth, is indicated by the facts which 
I proceed to notice. 

Simplicius in his Commentary on Aristotle, de Calo ii. 123. A, reports 
from Porphyry that Callisthenes sent to his master Aristotle from Babylon 
ἃ series of astronomical observations, reaching 1903 years back from 
Alexander. There is no reason to suspect any great error in the num- 
ber, for Simplicius says in another place (p. 27. A.), “I have heard that 
the Egyptians can produce observations of 2000 years old, and the Baby- 
lonians still more ancient.” Niebuhr, in his remarks on the Armenian 
Chronicle of Eusebius, suggests, that the 1903 years in question pro- 
-bably bear date from a political crisis similar to that from which 
the τῷ of Nabonassar proceeds’, and this crisis he takes to be no other 
than the Median Invasion spoken of by Berosus. In this view of the 
case, the date of that crisis will be 331+ 1903= 2234 s.c., only 26 years 
before the above-mentioned epoch. There is also this further indication 
of Babylonian Chronology (interpreted by the celebrated astronomer Bailly, 
Hist. de 0 Astron. ane. iv. § xix. ff.)}—Pliny, Hist. Nat. vii. 57, speaking 
of the antiquity of letters, says: Epigenes apud Babylonios Docxx annorum 
observationes stderum inscriptas docet, gravie auctor imprimis: qui minimum, 
Berosus et Critodemus cocchxxx annorum. Ex quo apparet sternum lite- 
rarum usum.—The inference, as the text stands, is ridiculous. It must 
be as Perizonius conjectured: the numeral M, or else the horizontal line 
which denotes thousands, has been dropt and must be replaced: Pliny must 


53 It is very questionable, however, 
~whether the zra of Nabonassar takes its 


‘epoch from any political crisis. I see 


no reason to believe that Babylon was 
independent of Assyria before the end of 
the reign of Esarhaddon, or its beginning, 
at the earliest, (704 or 712 Β. c.) Ideler, 
Hand. des Chron. i. 220. assumes, with 
great probability, that the era of Nabon- 
assar bears date from the introduction of 
the Egyptian year into the astronomy of 
the Chaldeans. “ Perhaps it was to Na- 
bonassar that they owed the introduc. 
tion of this Calendar, who thereby con- 
ferred upon them the like benefit as 
Julius Casar did upon the Romans. 
Nabonassar is commonly considered as 
the founder of a new dynasty, on the 
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assumption that the ara which bears his 
name served as the epoch of some revo- 
lution or other. But what is there to 
justify the assumption ? Diodorus ii. 24, 
relates, that the Babylonians, after long 
subjection to the Assyrian yoke, made 
common cause with the Medes and 
gained their liberty: but he says not a 
word of Nabonassar. Ptolemy, Censori- 
nus, Eusebius, Theon, Syncellus, are the 
only writers who name this Babylonian 
king, and none of them alleges him as 
the author of a political revolution. If 
his merit was such as 1 have described, 
this might give occasion to the Chal. 
dean astronomers to make his accession 
the epoch of an era to which they re- 
ferred their astronomical observations.”’ 
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have meant 720,000 years and 480,000. Now Berosus lived under An- 
tiochus Soter, who died 263 8.c. The age of Epigenes is not on record, but 
Bailly supposes him to have lived under Ptolemy Philadelphus (283—246 
B.c.). Reduced to years, at 365 days each, the 720,000 amount to 1972 years 
nearly, Which agrees remarkably well with the statement of Simplicius 
above referred to, of the 1903 years’ observations down to the time af 
Alexander, or about 1950 years to the accession and 1990 to the death 
of Ptolemy Philadelphus. The period of 480,000 years ascribed by Pliny 
to Berosus is given as 470,000 by Cicero de Die. i. 19: the two aecounts 
are reconciled by Diodorus ii. 31, whe gives the number 473,000, ending 
(he says) at the expedition of Alexander into Agia’. Now 473,000 days 
exceed 1295 Julian years by only one day. I suppose then, that the com- 
putist having before him the equation 12057 = 472,990 days added 1 to each 
side, thereby expanding a period of 1296 years into one of 473,000 pretended 
years. Now if these 1296 years end, as Diodorus reports, at Alexander's 
expedition into Asia 334 5. ο., they begin at 1630 3. 6., which is uncor 
nected with any known crisis of Babylonian history. Bat comparing this 
period with that of 1906 years which Ctesias places between Ninus the 
founder of Nineveh and Sardanapallus = Eearhaddon, I am led to suspect 
that the two periods are identieal, and that Diodorus mistook his autho- 
rities. Now 1306 (Chaldean years) added.to 713 Β. c. give 2018 as the date 
of the founding of Nineveh, and 1296 added to 707 u.c. begin 2002 5.6 
It is also worth while to notice the following arithmetical relation between 
the period 1296 and the numbers in the text of Berosus: viz. 


1296 and 245 Nine Arabians 
minus 526 plus 626 Semiramis, &c. 
= 770 =771 


that is to say: the period from the epoch of the 1296 years to the 
(alleged) epoch of Semiramis is of the same extent as the period from 
the epoch of the Arabian kings to the termination of the 1296 years. 
As soon as one sees reason to surmise the existence of an artificial adjust- 
ment, facts of this nature acquire a meaning. This period, then, of 473,000 
years representing, under disguise, a period contemplated by the com- 
putist, of 1296 years, is based, I think, upon an historical period of about 
that length, which the national records placed between the founding of 
Nineveh (Gen. x. 11.) and the great crisis of Assyrian history in the 
reign of Esarhaddon. And it was given in an artificial form as 1296 
years, because this is a Chaldean astronomical period of 72 Sari, or 3x 433, 
or 6x 216, or, finally, 6x6x 6x6. For the number 6 is the basis of the 
Chaldean periods, the Sossus of 60 years, the Neros of 600, the greater Saros 
of 6x 600= 3600 (Euseb. Chron. Armen. i. 11. Syncellus Chronogr. p. 17). 


2 Syncellus alludes to this period, calling it 480,000 years. Chronogr. p. 17. 
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The factors 6 and 60 are of course derived from the namber 360, the ancient 
estimate of the number of days in the year. The number 216 is derived 
from 6 x 360 = 2160 = 12018 Aud the number 18 roughly represents 

the common Saros of 223 synodical lunations (Ptolemy, Almagest, iv. init.) 
= 6,585 days 8 hours=18 Julian years 11 days 8 hours. 


§ 502. We now come to Berosus's account of fhe earliest period of 
Babylonian history, as reported by Polyhistor in the newly-recovered 
excerpt. Post diluvium Chaldaorum regionem Everius tenebat neris 4. 
Ac post eum fiktus efus Comosbelue per neros 4 et sossos 5. A Xisuthro 
vero, et a diluviit tempore usque ad illud quo Medi Babylonem ceperunt 
veges omnino 86 Polyhistor recenset, atque unumquemque ex Beroesi 
wolumine nominatim memorat: tempus vero omnium eorum numero anno- 
yum trium myriadum et tribus millibue wno et nonaginta comprehendit 
(33,091). Deinde vero post eos, cum ita firmiter stabiliti erant, repente Medi 
copias adversus Batylonem comparabant ut caperent eam, atyue ex se ipsis 
tyrannos ἰδὲ constituerent. Euseb. Chron. Armeno-lat. 39. These 33,091 
years aré manifestly derived from a computation by Neri and Soesi (i.e. 
600 and 60 ‘years), expanded, as it seems to me, from an earlier statement 
based upon the number 6x 6x 6=216. Suppose this to.be the case ; then 
observe the result: 


From the Deluge to the Median Invasion 33,091 Chaldean years. 
Thence to the era of Nabonassar a complete 


GNNUS MAGNUS, OT......2.-0.0000 ΕΝ 1461 
34,552 
100 periods οὗ 216 years........cssscsssesereers 21,600 
60 ditto.......cscccos sonovcessces ΗΝ 12,960 
34,560 


That is, the entire period from the Flood to the era of Nabonassar wants 
but 8 years to make a period of 160 times 216 or 16x 2160 years. I sus- 
pect, therefore, that Berosus wrote 33,099 (novem et nonaginta for uno et 
nonaginta). I surmise also, that the period of 16x 2160 is itself generated 
from an earlier and more modest statement of 16x 216=3456 years. For 
this reason :—Emilius Sura, quoted by Velleius Paterculus, Hist. i. 6, gives 
the following outline of mundane history, which he doubtless had from 
some Chaldean source: Assyrii principes omnium gentium rerum potiti 
sunt, deinde Medi, postea Perse, deinde Macedones. Exinde duobue regibus 
Philippo εἰ Antiocho, qui ἃ Macedonibus oriundi erant, haud multo post 
Carthaginem subactam devictis, summa imperit ad populum Romanum per- 
venit. Inter hoc tempus σὲ initium Nini regis Assyriorum, qui princeps 
rerum potitus, intersunt anni m.pccoc.xcv. He reckons therefore (perhaps 
from fhe battle of Pydna 168 3.c.) up to Ninus, or the foundation of the 
Assyrian empire, 1995 years: agreeing very nearly with Ctesias, whose 
epoch of the Assyrian empire is 876 +1306=2182 5. σ., as here 1995 +168 
= 2163 n.c. But the number 1995 furnished, as I suppose, by some Chal- 
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dean authority, seems to be artificial, for it is just the difference between 
16x 216 = 3456 ; 
and an annus magnus = 1461 
1995 


Hence I infer, that the Chaldean chronographers, setting out with the 
intention of making a period of 16x 216 from the Deluge to the era 
of Nabonassar, and one of 1461 years from the Median capture of Ba- 
bylon to the same era, found the difference, ἑ. 6. the interval from the 
Flood to the Median Invasion, 1995 years. Whence, at a later time, 
they assigned this same term as the measure of the mundane period 
from the Median Invasion (confounded with the Epoch of Ninus) to the 
epoch of the fifth or Roman empire. 

. ᾧ 503. From the Creation to the Flood, Berosus made a period of 
120 sari or 432,000 years, during which ten kings reigned. The list of 
their names with the number of sari in each reign is given by Syncellus, 
p- 18, Here I reduce the great sarus or 3,600 years to the period of 
18 years or common sarus, i.e. the 432,000 years to 2160 years. 


“1. Alorus  - 10 sari [ἡ. 6. 180 years 
2. Alasparus 3 54 
3. Amelon 13 234 
4. Amenon 12 216 
5. Metalarus 18 324 
6. Daonus 99 ΓΙ. 10.] 180 
7. Evedorach 18 ᾿ 324 
8. Amphis 10 180 
9. Otiartes 8 144 
10. Xisuthrus 18 324 
Sum 120.” 2160 years }. 


$504, Let us now sum up and compare the several statements relative 
to the epochs of Babylonian and Assyrian History.—The period of 1903 
years, mentioned by Porphyry, leads, if reckoned from Alexander's conquest 
‘of Babylon 331 Β. σ.. to 2234 B.c., a8 the epoch of Babylonian history. But 
᾿ yeckoned from the death of Alexander and epoch of the Philippine period of 
the era of Nabonassar, or 12 Nov. 324 (p. 486), it leads up to 2227 n.c., 
the exact year to which, on other grounds, we have assigned to the dispersion of 
nations at Babel, § 305, 366. Now this date is not the result of artifice. 

Berosus's date of the Median capture of Babylon is 2207 3.c. This ἐξ 
artificial, for it precedes the era of Nabonassar by an exact annus magnus. 

The epoch of Ninus, and of the foundation of the Assyrian empire, is 
obtained by adjusting the 1306 years mentioned by Ctesias, to their proper 
bearings, ἐ. 6. by placing his Sardanapallus, not as he does at 876 B.c., but at 
713. The date hence resulting is 2019 or 2018 s.c. But this, again, is 
artificial, being generated by adding an annus magnus to the epoch of 
Cyrus and the Persian empire, 559 Β. c. 


ᾧ 503—s505.] ASSYRIAN AND BABYLONIAN. 565 


But Berosus’s period of 473,000 yeara, which seems to be a disguise of 
ἃ period of 6 x 216 = 1296 years, measured from 707 8. 6. (which is.the 
close of the 526” from Semiramis mentioned by the same writer,) leads 
up to 2003 or 2002 5.6. And this perhaps explains the first item in the 
list of Berosus, 8 Median kings r. 224’. For, from the historical epoch of 
the foundation of Babylon 2227-6 to the artificial date 2003-2 are just 224’. 

§ 505. In conclusion I may just notice the scheme of Georgius Syn- 
cellus derived from the ancient chronographers, by which I find some of the 
preceding conclusions remarkably confirmed. The echeme is as follows : 


7 Chaldean kings, reigned ..........cccscsssescssceccsesereeecese 2257 


41 Assyrians, of whom the last, Tonos-Concolerus, was over- 
thrown by the Medes under Arbaces [an exact annus 


MAGNUE] ..0...0000ssseceseccceerssensccncacesscssonsscnensssessuces 1460 

8 Medians, from Arbaces to Astyages, who was overthrown 
by Cyrus Θυοθοοοοφϑοοοοφθθοθοθθδθθδοθθθ Φοοθϑθθϑοοθοθοοθοθοοθοοσοαθθθθο 276 
Sam ...... 2176 


Now it should be observed that there is a certain measure of contrivance 
in the scheme of this chronographer. Having accepted the belief of earlier 
writers, that the birth of our Saviour coincided with the completion of 5500 
years from the Creation, he so arranged the details of the several monarchies, 
beginning with the Chaldean and Egyptian, which he made to begin in one 
and the same year, that they should ascend up to his a.m. 2776, which 
year he chose because it is distant just one lunar dominical cycle (28 x 19 
= 532) from the Septuagint date a.m. of the Flood. With this view he 
must be supposed to have altered a year or two here and there from the 
numbers which he found in his authorities. The sum of the whole period 
above given, from the first year of Babylon to the first of Cyrus, is 2176 
years, which is 16 years more than 10 x 216 years, And it is curious that 
16 years is just the error which he has admitted in the interval between 
the wra of Nabonassar and the first of Cyrus. The true interval is 
747 — 558 = 189 years: he makes it 205 years. We may hence be pretty 
confident that his authorities gave the period as 10x 216 years. Here is 
one point of agreement, the period of 216 years used as a measure of an 
artificial system. Again: I have shown that the Chaldeans counted one 
complete annus magnus to the duration of the Assyrian empire from the 
Median Invasion to the epoch of the Babylonian era of Nabonassar. In 
this scheme of Syncellus we have just this period of 1460 years assigned to 
the Assyrian empire. The only difference is, that agreeably with the Me-. 
dian Chronology of Ctesias (which he preferred, yet with some modification, 
to that of Herodotus, because it better suited the chronology of the LXX) 
the rebellion of the Medes and (supposed) dissolution of the Assyrian empire 
is thrown back 120 years. And further, whereas the scheme followed by 
Berosus gave a dynasty of 224 years as the first item of the 1460 years, while 
another estimate made this same item = 216 years, Syncellus, or his autho- 
rities, prefixed both, as distinct periods, to the commencement of the annus 
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magnus.—It may be farther remarked, that Syncellus gets an annus magnus 
between Semiramis and 606 3.c., the true date of the final overthrow of 
Nineveh. For, to the Assyrian Empire beginning with Belus and ending 
with Sardanapallus he assigns 1460 years. Reduce the statement to its 
original bearings by identifying this Sardanapallus with Esarhaddon, B.c. 713; 
then, sineo Belus reigned 55 and Ninus 52 years, and Semiramis succeeds 
Ninus, we have from Semiramis to Sardanapallus 1353, consequently to 
@06 3. c. just 1460 years. 


Notre L INDIAN CHRONOGRAPHY. 


§ 506. Ir seems that the monstrous systems of chronology invented by 
the Hindus carry in themselves abundant refutation of their own pretensions. 
They are formed upon astronomical data, and the amount of error accu- 
mulated supplies the measare of the periods of time through which the 
calculation was carried. Modern astronomers have convincingly proved 
that the eclipses, planetary conjunctions, asterisms, and so forth, which 
lay claim to the credit of comtemporary records, extending through 
enormous periods of time, were caculated backward frem the 6th -century 
of our era. Mr. Bentley says, from 538 a.p. The invention of the Yugas or 
epochs of Hindu chronology is assigned by this writer to Β. σ. 204. “The 
years with which each period was to begin and end having being previoualy 
fixed upon, the inventor then by computation determined the month and 
moon's age on the very day on which Jupiter is found to be in conjunction 
with the sun in each of the years so fixed on......I¢ was from these 
conjunctions of the sun with Jupiter that the periods themselves were 
named Yugas or conjunctions, and the order in which they were named 
was this:—The first period immediately preceding the mventor was 
called the First, or Kali Yuga; the Second or next, the Dwaper Yuga ; 
the Third, the Treta Yuga; and the Fourth, or furthest back from the 
author, was called the Krita Yuga, with which the Creation began. The 
end of the first was fixed by a conjunetion of Sun, Meon and Jupiter in 
the beginning of Cancer, on the 26th June 299 z.c. This was called 
the Satya Yuga or True Conjunction, and is the radical point from which 
the calculation proceeds. 

‘“‘Having thus far explained the principles om whick the four ages of 
the ancient Hindus were founded and settled, I shall now exhibit them 
complete...ia the following Table: 


Names and Order of the Errore tn the Hindu Tables 
οι» Ages. Dates. weed. 
Krit&é or 4th. 19 Apr. 2352 5 6. About 21° 46’ 
Treté or Srd. 28 Oct. F528 ... 5ξ aavere 13 #1 
Dwépar or 2nd. 15 Sept. 903 ... wwe «= 99 
Kali - or Ist. 8 Feb. 540 ...0 cesses 2 88 


“-..........» ended 26 dene 209 ...0 eaves 0 
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“The mean motion of Jupiter in the Hindu Tables employed for 
calculating the conjunctions and settling the periods appears to have been 
1° 05. 22’ 9 54” nearly, which being too great by about 38” would 
eause the error to increase continually the further we go back into 
antiquity, as exhibited in the last column, from which a near conclusion 
can be drawn as to the time the tables were formed, from the decrease 
in the error. I fix them to the year 204 3.c., because it was then the 
commencement of the astronomical period, at which the astronomers 
would naturally correct their tables by new obeervations. Moreover, it 
appears that the Hindu History, according to the above periods, so 
settled and adjusted was brought down either by the inventor or some 
other person to the year 204 8.0. and there terminated. 

“Ἐς will naturally be observed that the year of the Hindu Creation, 
or beginning of the Krita, corresponds exactly with the year of the 
Mosaic Flood, which is a most remarkable circumstance, and points out 
the opinion of the Hindus δὲ that peried (264 Β. 0.) im respect of the 
time of the Creation.” 

In the last paragraph the writer assumes as unquestionable the 
Usserian date of the Flood. The coincidence is mere accident; for by the 
writer's own shewing, the year 2352 was obtained by the Hindus from 
8 purely astronomical calculation. It is remarkable, however, that having 
reached this year in their calculation they there stopped: for this implies 
their opinion that the history of the world went back no farther than 
about 2,000 years before the epoch of the calculation. . 

ᾧ 507. But about the sixth century of our era this umpretending 
system of Yugas was expanded into the enormous dimensions of the sys- 
tem which is now put forth in the astronomical books. In these the epoch 
of the Kali Yuga is placed 3102 3.c., to which year they assign a conjunc- 
tion of all the planets. Mr. Bentley affirms that this conjunction was calcu- 
lated back from Δ. p,. 538, with faulty tables of the sun, moon, and planeta. 
The Kali Yugs, it was announced, would last 432,000 years; the 
Dwapar Yuga, which preceded it, was 2x 432,000 ; the Treta, 3 x 432,000 ; 
Krita, 4x 432,000; and the whole cycle, or the Kalpa, 1,000,000 x 432,000. 
At the same time the historical chronology was exaggerated in the same 
monstrous proportion, the events of the Dwapar and Treta Yugas of the 
older system, i.e. of the ‘periods of 627 and 361 years, beginning δὲ 
1528 3.¢., being referred to the corresponding parts of the new enormous 
Dwapar and Treta Yuga. 

Whether Mr. Bentley's determinations are to be received, in all re- 
spects, as conclusive, J leave to be decided by others. My object in 
referring to this subject is to shew that the Hindus, like the Chaldeans, 
have an artificial system of chronology resting on the same basis of 216 
years. Its four Yugas number altogether, 10 432,000 years. And it is 
curious that in their original form as described by Mr. Bentley, the in- 
terval between their epoch (2352 Β. σ.) and the year 204 Β.6., the sup- 
posed date of the invention, is very nearly 10x 216 years (2962 -- 3204 
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= 2148 years). The following fact also may be noticcd:—a period of 2160 
years measured from 3102 ends 5.0. 942, the year after the death of 
Buddha'. Now this event is used as the epoch of a chronological era 
by the different nations in which Buddhism is the state religion (Ideler, 
Zeitrechnung der Chinesen, p. 85). And we see that between the epoch 
of the Brahmanic Kali Yuga and the epoch of the Buddhist era is just 
the period of 2160 years. This is the less likely to be accidental, as 
it seems there is reason to believe that the Bauddhas, along with many 
other mythological conceptions, have borrowed from the Brahmans the 
doctrine of the four Yugas. I have not leisure, nor indeed opportunity, 
fo search the chronographies of ancient India for further indications of 
this kind: that they are to be found and will help to illustrate the 
structure of those systems I do not doubt: especially as it is known that 
the Hindus, in common with the nations of central and Eastern Asia 
used the sexagesimal cycle, or period of 60 years (Ideler, τ. s. p. 75.), 
the nature of which will be described in the following note. 
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ΝΟΤῈ II. CHINESE CHRONOGRAPHY. 


§ 508. On this curious subject I extract the following particulars from 
the interesting treatise of Ideler (Uber die Zeitrechnung der Chinesen, Berlin, 
1839), who has collected, sifted, and arranged, all that is known about it. 

The Chinese year is lunar, adapted to the solar year by clever contri- 
vances, of a strictly mathematical kind, which it does not concern me to 
describe. For purposes of historical and astronomical record the years are 
designated by dynasties and reigns concurrently with a cycle of sixty years. 
This cycle is ingeniously composed of a duodenary cycle in which each year 
takes the name of a certain animal, combined with a denary cycle cach year 
of which is designated by a certain word the meaning of which is otherwise 
unknown. In order to give a clear conception of the matter without using 
the Chinese words, we will substitute for these characters the numbers 1, 2, 3, 
&c. up to 10. This zodiacal cycle, which the Chinese have in common with 
nearly aij the nations of central and eastern Asia, Tibetans, Mongols, Tatars, 
Mandchus, Japanese, Coreans, &c., invariably consists (wherever used) of 
the following names, in the same order: 


1 Bohlen, Altes Indien 1. 279. enume- 
rates noless than 35 different dates assigned 
to this event, with a difference between 
the extremes of nearly two thousand years : 
he himself decides in favour of 2134 
B.C.: but Klaproth and Abel Rémusat 
haye produced cogent evidence in sup- 


port of the date given in the text, 943 
B.C., which is derived from Chinese and 
Japanese sources. Buddha died, ac- 
cording to these authorities, in the 59th 
year of the Chinese king Mu-wang, 
who began to reign 100] 3.c.: the year 
therefore is 943 B.C. 
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1. Mouse 4. Hare 7. Horse 10. Bird 
2. Ox 5. Dragon 8. Sheep 11. Dog 
3. Tiger 6. Snake 9. Ape 12. Hog. 


So extensive a prevalence of this cycle is very remarkable, and it is much to 
my present purpose to observe that, according to Ideler, it had its origin in 
Western Asia, where at a later period it gave way to other modes of reckon- 
ing. (Censorinus de die Nat. makes mention of a dwdexaernpis, to which he 
assigns the name annus Chaldaicus.) Ideler supposes that it passed by way 
of Bactria into China and thence to the neighbouring nations. By com- 
bining these names with the characters of the denary cycle, the Chinese get 
the following nomenclature for the years of a sexagesimal cycle. Thus 


Year Year. 
1 21 = 1-ape. 31 = 1-horse 
2 2-ox. 22 2-hen. 32 2-sheep 
9 3-tiger. 3-dog. 93 S-ape. 
4  4-hare. 24 4-hog. 34 4hen 
5 6-dragon. 5-mouse. | 35 5-dog 
6 6snake 26 =«6-ox. 36 = 6-hog. 
7 7-horse 27 ~=—«7--tiger. 87] 7-mouse 
8 8 sheep 28 8-hare. 38 = 8-ox. 
9 9-ape. 29 9-dragon. ἃς. 

10 10-hen. 10-snake. 


Of course, in 60 years the circle of combinations will be complete, and the 
Glet year, or Ist of a new cycle, will begin l-mouse, 2-ox &c. as before. 
Thus each year of the 60 is furnished with a name, and the date of an event 
is given by saying that it happened (e.g.) in the year keng-chin or “seven- 
dragon” of a given dynasty or of such a reign. But this sexagesimal 
cycle is also used for the numbering of days, i. e. these names are also names 
of days, forming a “ week" of 60 days, which from the time of its first intro- 
duction has persisted as uninterruptedly as the seven-day week of Western 
Asia. This ingenious contrivance renders the Chinese Calendar more accu- 
rate, for historical purposes, than perhaps any calendar whatever except 
the Julian. Thus if it be recorded that such an event happened on the day 
“‘gix-sheep,” in such a month, of the year “ nine-snake,” in such a reign or 
dynasty, the day is easily identified, and can be rendered into the Julian 
calendar with absolute precision. 

The number of dynasties down to the present time is 21, or, as some say, 
22. The epoch of the 5th of these is perfectly well ascertained, by means, 
of recorded eclipses, to be the year 200 ».c. Before this epoch the history 
is of a questionable character: yet there seems to be no reason to call in 
question the accuracy, on the whole, of the list of kings. In the result of a 
very careful examination, Ideler has made out the epoch of the first dynasty 
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to be the year 2192 s.c. Anterior to the first dynasty the Chinese Chro- 
nicles place a period of nine reigns, of a more mythical character. The 
earliest king named in the most authentic account (the book Schu-king) is 
Yao, for whom Ideler obtains the date 2341 z.c. He is the 8th of the nine 
kings. “That Yao is an historical person cannot be doubted by any one 
who would not altogether call in question the authority of the beok Scke- 
king.” The following are the names of these nine kings, with their epochs 
as assigned by the tradition. 


9. Schin .......0.... 224] 2247, 

“ That Hoang-ti existed, is not to be doubted. He is mentioned by Confu- 
cius, along with his two predecessors.” Ideler, p. 129. Gaubil says: “I 
consider Hoang-ti to have been the first king of China; but that the king- 
dom of China down to Yao was neither so powerful nor so civilized as 
later histories pretend, and that the sum of years from Yao back to Hoang-ti 
cannot be safely determined. In my opinion, Fu-hi and Schin-nong were 
also princes of the Chinese, but on their route from the plain of Shinar 
after the dispersion of nations.” Ibid. It should be observed that the intro- 
duction of the sexageeimal cycle is ascribed to Hoang-ti: the first cycle bears 
date from his 61st year, 2637 5.0. 

It seems then that the Chinese chronology goes back to the year 2192 s.c. 
and tradition ἃ few centuries further back. Thus the Assyrian and Chal- 
dean, Indian and Chinese, and I may add by anticipation, the Egyptian 
chronographies, all tell the same tale. The. beginnings of pest-diluvian 
history lie about 2200 years before the Christian era. 

§ 509. In conclusion, we may remark that the Chinese sexagesimal reck- 
oning rests upon the same basis as the Chaldean system of sari and asvesi. 
Both are evidently to be referred to the 12 = 30 days of the solar year: nor 
will it be surprising if we detect here also the period of 216 years which we 
have found in use among the Chaldeans, the Assyrians, the Brahmans, and 
shall presently find even more conspicuously among the Egyptians. And 
such is actually the case. For it cannot be aceident that 36 of these sexa- 
gesimal cycles, or 6 x 6x 60 or 2160 years, reach, almost exactly, from the 
epoch of the system to the death of the great Confucius (Khung-fa-tsay), 
the date of which according to Ganubil is 479 w.c. From 2697 to 479 5.6. 
are 2158 years. The epochs, too, of the several dynasties bear witness to the 
same fact. For, from the same epoch to that of the First Dynasty, or 
beginning of the historical period, 2206 Β. c., are 2637 — 2206 = 432, or pre~ 
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cisely 2x 216. The First Dynasty again is, very nearly, the same period ; 
2206 —1766= 499. The Second, 1766 —1122 = 644 makes ὃ x 216 minus 4 
years, or the first and second together=5 x 216 plus 3. The third, 1122-255 
B. o. numbers 967 = 4 x 216 plus 3, or 1, τε, 11,=9% 216 plus 6. The fourth, 
consisting of only 49 years, leads to 206 3.0., the beginning of regular history. 
Hence it seems Hkely that the original scheme was of this form : 

Mythical period, 9 kings, 1x216 [2415 s.c. 


First Dynasty ..........-.0+6 2x 216 2199 
'  econd ..........ccccccccsccceses 3x 216 1767 
THird....ccccccccrrceccsccvcsecs 4x 216 1119225. ] 
10 x 216 


which at a later time was thrown into its present form for the sake of 
getting the whole period 10 x 216 to end at the death of Confucius. 

If I am right in my conjecture, the result is not a little interesting. The 
epoch of the mythical period Kes only 31 years after the Flood, and that 
of the First Dynasty only 28” after our date of the Dispersion of Nations. 
The nine kings too, with their term of 216 years, answer to the first item of 
Egyptian , “nine kings 217 years,” and both, to the period of 
219 years which I place between the Flood and the Dispersion of Nations. 
For in truth the phenomenon under consideration, the fact of so extensive 
a prevalence of this number 216 as the basis of chronological systems, 
seems to admit of but one explanation. It was handed down by a primeval 
tradition that a period of some 220 years intervened between the Flood 
and the beginning of National Histories on the plain of Shinar. The 
senary and duodenary elements resulting from the approximate estimate of 
the natural year lay clese.at hand, 6 x 60 and 12 x 30 = 360 ; hence the soseus 
and serus: and the number 6 x 6x 6 or 12 x 18 = 216 presented itself, in the 
beginning of systems, as the basis ef chronography, because that number 
very nearly, if not exactly, represented the period of which tradition had 
faithfully preserved the memory. 


Seorton II. Egyptian Chronology. 
§ 510. In the Chronology of Egyptian History our sources of infor- 


mation are as follows: 

1. The Dynasties of Manetho, as reported by Africanus and Eusebius. 
The work of Africanus is lost, bet this portion of it is preserved in the 
Chronography of Georgius Syneellus. The original of the Chronicle of 
KEasebius is aleo lost, but may be reconstructed in great measure out of 
the old Latin Vezsion and the quotations of Georgius Syneellas ; and indeed 
entirely, since the fortunate discovery of the Armenian version. 

2. The Old Egypttan Chronicle, preserved by Syneelius, which down 
to the 18th dynasty differs materially from Manetho." 

3. A Ret of 38 Theban kings, composed by Eratorthenes, also pre- 


served by Sypcelbus, 
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4. The accounts of Herodotus and Diodorus, and some other Greeks. 

5. Of the Monuments I shall make but sparing use: I am not 
competent to express a4 critical judgment respecting their value as docu- 
ments of chronology, but I cannot help suspecting that in the present 
state of hieroglyphical knowledge their indications must be too precarious 
to be relied upon for constructive purposes. My object is to adjust the 
accounts of the chronographers by means of the data furnished by the 
Scriptures : to elucidate the structure and intention of the periods of time 
noted in the Egyptian accounts: and to facilitate the historical researches 
of hieroglyphical scholars by furnishing them with an estimate of the 
value and meaning of the chronological lists. I hope also to be able to 
throw some light upon the origin and meaning of certain Egyptian stories 
and mythologies. 


§ 511. We begin at the epoch of Cambyses, 525 3.0c., and thence rise 
to the earlier periods. 
' The following Table gives the dates which result from the numbers 
of Africanus, Eusebius and Herodotus, for the several kings of Manetho's 


xxvith dynasty. 


Herodotus. 


(Cambyses . ....cccccorsees 525 B.0.) 
Peammenitus 07 6" 625-4 
570 
595 
60l 


Necho II. ..... 16 617 
Psammetichus 54 671 

xii kings? 

Necho I. ....ccsccsscsvccsesceees 
Neche p08. ....cssccsscocecsveee Ν 
Stephinates " 


Of these kings, Apries = Vaphris (Manetho)= Pharaoh Hophra (Jer. xliv. 80) 
was on the throne soon after the taking of Jerusalem in 588 8. ο.» see 
above § 181. Nechg II. is plainly the Pharaoh Necho of 2 Kings xxiii. 
29. 2 Chron. xxxy. 20. who defeated and slew king Josiah, s.c. 610—609. 
Comp. Herodot. ii. 159, who calls the scene of this engagement Magdolus 
(confounding Migdol in Egypt with Megiddo in Palestine) and mentions 
the consequent capture of Jerusalem, which he calls Cadytis (= ΤΣ» 
the Holy City). Africanus’s date therefore is manifestly too late. Besides, 
Necho was still living in the 4th year of Jehoiskim, 606 s.c. Jer. xlvi. 2. 
Of the other kings of this dynasty no mention occurs in Scripture. 


§ 511, 512.] . EGYPTIAN. 573 
§ 512. The xxvth Dynasty is given thus by’ Manetho: 


Africanus. Busebinue. 
Sabaco 8 12 
Sevecus 14 12 
Tarcus 18 20. 


Herodotus mentions an Ethiopian king, Sabaco, who slew Necho father of 
-Psammitichus and compelled Psammitichus to seek refuge in Syria, ii. 152. 
He, or another of the same name, invaded Egypt in the time of the blind 
king Anysis, and reigned 50 years, a term foretold by an oracle. It may 
be, as Gesenius suggests, that the name “Sabaco” in Herodotus represents 
the whole dynasty: it means “Prince,” and may be like “ Pharaoh” only 
a royal title. In Scripture the name appears as “So,” ND i.e. :perhaps 
NID Seve. A king of this name was leagued with Hoshea the last king 
of Israel (730—721 3.0.), 2 Kings xvii. 4., ‘viv. in the latter part of the 
reign, therefore about 724 ».c. The name Tarcus occurs in Scripture 
as Tirhaka, contemporary with Sennacherib at the time of his miraculous 
defeat, 713 s.c. Herodotus mentions this defeat, and assigns it to the 
reign of the priest-king Sethos. Of this Sethos no mention occurs in 
Manetho, unless he be the Zet of the xxiiid dynasty’. But if this be 
so, then the xxiiid, xxivth and xxvth dynasties must be contemporary. 
Now, according to Herodotus, the reign of Sethos was succeeded by the 
dodecarchy, and that by Psammitichus, one of the twelve: whence it 
would follow that the three first reigns of the xxvith were also contem- 
porary with the xxvth in part. And this seems to be really the case: 
for Necho I, the third of the dynasty, was put to death by Sabaco, i.e. 
by some king of the xxvth dynasty, possibly Tirhaka, who also compelled 
Psammitichus to seek safety in flight. Now from Diodorus we learn that 
the dodecarchy lasted 18 years, and was preceded by an interregnum of 
2 years. Beside these, there was the reign of the blind king Anysis, who 
outlived the Ethiopian invasion. Supposing then that Zet is the Sethos 
of Herodotus, we may identify the Anysis of Herodotus with the Bocchoris 
of Manetho, and adjust all the accounts to the following scheme’. 
Tanites. .. Bthiopiane. Saites. 


Petubastes 740 8.c. Sabaco Stephinates (7) 
. Sevecus ἢ. “ 
Osorchon or So in 725 Nechepsos (6) 
Psammus Tirhaka, 714 Necho 1. (8) 
Zet, in 713 B. 0. to 696 slain after 714. . 
African. κοῦ. xxiv. African.  Buseb. 
1 xxiii, Bocchoris .........00.68 44 
Petubastes ......... 40 25 ΧΧΥ. 
Osorchon ............ 8 9 Sabaco, &c. as before. 
PsamMU ............}0 10 3 Gesenius in Isai. xix. has arranged 
Let roe cvcccocccessvessedl om. these parallel dynasties somewhat differ. 


ently. 
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Anysis or Bocchors 606 to 691 (δ) 


Interregnum ......... 691 to. 689 (2) 
Dodecarchy ......... 689 to 671 (18) 
Psammitichus ...... 671 to 617 (84). 


Hence it appears that the conquest of Awerdis= Asaridin, Eearhaddon, in 
Egypt, occurred in the troubled time of the dodecarchy, § 493. 

§ 513. In the latter years of king Solomon, and as late as the 5th of 
Rehoboam, we find a king of Egypt named pww Shishak, 1 Kings xi. 
40; xiv. 25. This can be no other than the Sesonchis or Sesonchosis of 
Manetho’s xxiind dynasty. 


xxii, Nine Bubastiile kings. 


ifricanue. Ἐποοδέκε. 
Sesonchis... 21 21 
Osorthon ............ 15 15 
Three, not named, 25 om 
Tacelothis ......... 13 3 
Three not named 42 om. 
Sum 116 49 


(in text, 120) (44) 

xxiii Petubastes &c. Whom we have placed about 740 nc. 

At this rate, the date for Shishak would be 740+120=860 z.c., more 
than a hundred years too late. Must we therefore abandon our identification 
of Matheno’s Zet with the Sethes of Herodotus ? I think net. The xxiind 
dynasty is evidently mutilated: the names of six kings out of nine are 
lost. Nine reigns on an average should give at least 180 years: here 
the sum is only 120. Again, from Shishak to Zet are 13 reigns. At 22 
years each, which is the average of reigns, these should give 286 years ; 
end 286 years measured from 998 π, 6. the earlist date which can he 
assigned to Shichak, or from 978 n.c. which is the latest, will end at 
707 or 602 5.0. which is quite near enough to the time of Sethos as de- 
fined by Herodotus. 


ᾧ 514. Between the Exode and Solomon no mention of any ‘Egyp- 
tian king occurs in Scripture. Passing over this interval, then, we arrive 
at the most interesting part of our inquiry. After the departure of Israel 
out οὗ. Egypt, did the contemporary Egyptians hand down any memorial 
of the desolating judgments and the tremendous overthrow which accom- 
panied that great event? Of course it is inconceivable that they should 
do otherwise. One cannot imagine that all memory of such a catastrophe 
should have become obliterated in any length of time among the nation 
which suffered such things. But then, it is not to be supposed that the 
true account would be preserved and perpetuated, especially in so early 
en age, and at a time when the keeping of the national records was 
entrusted to a learned priesthood. In the mouths of the people, 
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the afflicting and humiliating tale would soon drop those circumstances 
which involved ignominy and degradation: until at length perhaps only 
thus much of its substance would remain—That in old times, a foreign 
horde entered Egypt ahd brought great affliction on the people of the 
land, especially in their departure: and that this horde after its egress 
became the nation of the Jews. It is likely that in process of time this 
egress would be represented as an expulsion; the epoch of the national 
recovery from those dire calamities might be regarded as the epoch of 
the presumed expulsion. Moreover, in its descent from so remote a period, 
the story would probably express itself in the form of allegory or mythus ; 
the calamities would be commemorated by mournfal ceremonies: but, as 
time went on, the original import of the allegory and the ceremonies 
would gradually be lost sight of, bemg overgrown with adventitious cir- 
cumstances, or diverted to some new significance. All this mgy naturally 
be presumed, especially in the case of a secluded and highly national peo- 
ple like the Egyptians; and I believe such a representation is not far 
from the truth. In these various forms, of historical tradition in which 
the humiliating circumstances of the story were sappreased or softened 
down, of allegory rendered into substantive history, of mythology detached 
from the basis of fact, thrown back to the most remote periods, and re- 
ferred to gods and demigods, the original record subsisted, I think, at 
the time when Egypt was thrown open to the Greeks. Several of the 
stories human and divine which Herodotus heard, related originally to 
these facts: that is to say, the stories would never have existed but for 
those occurrences. But about a century after Herodotus’s visit, the state of 
the case became changed. Egypt then contained a large population of 
Greeks and Jews, especially in the Grecian city of Alexander's foundation. 
Under the Ptolemies, the Jews began to have much commerce of language 
and literature with the Greeks; the contents of the sacred history became 
known to these latter; the learned Egyptians were compelled to pay 
some attention to the history which the Jews delivered concerning those 
ancient affairs of their nation, and were of course powerfully induced at 
once to falsify their own history, and to calumniate the Jewish accounts. 
This endeavour betrays itself in the Egyptian relations which have come 
to us from the times of the Ptolemies and the Roman Emperor. Some 
of these are barefaced travesties of the Hebrew narrative, such as would 
never have been put forward if their authors had not become acquainted, 
through the Septuagint version, with the circumstances of the Hebrew 
story. Others, retaining the substance of the elder story, wrest it from its 
proper and original meaning, as ¢.g. when Manetho takes pains to persuade 
his readers that the invading horde from the East, spoken of in the more 
ancient tradition, was distinct from the Jewish Nation. 

ᾧ 515. There is reason to believe that the Exodus took place in the 
course of the dynasty of Theban Diospolitan, or as others say, Memphite 
kings, which in Manetho is numbered as the 18th. Africanus, Theophilus, 
Clement, and other of the ancients, taking Josephus for their guide, 
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identify the Pharaoh of Moses with the first king of that dynasty, whom 
they call Tethmosis or Amosis. Eusebius places him lower down in the 
dynasty. Now the true date of the Exode being known—which I may 
well assert to be the fact—we can prove our point if we know the limits 
within which that dynasty began and ended. And its epoch, I believe, 
can be ascertained with a considerable degree of probability. This shall 
be our first inquiry. 

Africanus (see the Tables at the end of this section) expressly assigns 
the Exode to the year 5.0. 1797, and makes that year the first of the 
18th dynasty, or rather, of Chebron its second king. Eusebius, on the 
other hand, assigns it and the last year of Chencherres to the year B.c. 
1511, and consequently the epoch of the 18th dynasty to 1715 s.c. (See the 
Tables). It will be found, however, that the actual detail of numbers 
recorded by Africanus gives as the epoch the year 1667. For, taking the 
sum-numbers appended to the several dynasties, which of course are less 
likely to be in error than the numbers assigned to the several reigns, 
~ve have 

18th dynasty 263 
19 ..cccssensececeees 209 


20 
21 ....ἀἐνοονυνονσοον 130 | These reach to the epoch of Cam- 
QD cu ncccccccncesens 120 byses, §25 B.C., whence the epoch 
2B ssssoceserereeere 89 of the 18th dynasty is 1142 + 525 
* one 6 = 1667 8. ο. 


Nor is this the only determination. It will be seen that Africanus (as 
also Eusebius) places the fall of Troy in the reign of Thuoris, whom he 
identifies with the Polybus of Homer. This Thuoris is the last king of 
the 19th dynasty and stands there with a reign of 7 years. Africanuss 
date of the fall of Troy, if it be that of Eratosthenes, is 1184 n.c., if that 
which Clement has followed, 1193 s.c. Now 1193+ 209 (xix.) + 263 (xviii.) 
= 1665 s.c. And as he may not have meant to assign the fall of Troy 
to the last or to the first year of Thuoris, the coincidence is probably 
exact.—Again, there is this further indication. . He places the epoch of the 
Olympiads in the reign of the first king of the 23rd dynasty. The reign 
lasted 40 years, and began, in virtue of his sum-numbers, 525 + 150 + 4046 
+ 89=810 B.c., therefore ended 770 Β. 0. 6 years after the epoch of the 
Olympiads, . 

But there is other authority to the same effect. Clement of Alexandris 
(Sér. i. 21. ᾧ 196) informs us that the Exodus occurred 345 years before the 
lapse of the Sothiac Cycle. But one such cycle ended 1322 s. c. (ᾧ 401): his 
date therefore of the Exode, which he, too (ἐδ. 101), places at the beginning 
of the 18th dynasty, is 1822+345=1667 s.c. The point is of great importance 
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to my enquiry, and I need not apologize for multiplying testimony. Take, 
then, this other afforded by the same writer.—The Exodus, he says, occur- 
red in the reign of Inachus, and from it to Deucalion’s Flood are 4 gene- 
rations (so we must read with the Lat. version instead of 40, which indeed 
is manifestly absurd). The generations are reckoned at 3 to a century, 
therefore 4 such =133-4 years. From Deucalion to the rape of Helen 
he makes 320 years: the interval from thence to the taking of Troy is not 
expressed, but of course he reckoned it with Homer (JI. xxiv. 765) as 20 
years. Lastly, from the fall of Troy to the 1st Olympiad he makes 417 
years. Hence we have 
Ol. 1 1=776 B. 6. 

417 = 1193 Fall of Troy 

340 15633 Deucalion’s Flood 

133-4 1666-7 the Exodus; 
precisely the same result as before. 

Now I do not mean to affirm, at present, that the 18th dynasty actually 
began in the year which has been determined: it is sufficient for my 
purpose that this is the date assigned by learned Egyptians. Let us then 
proceed to examine the stories told by the Egyptians relative to the 
ancient connexion between their nation and that of the Jews. 

§ 516. DManetho has a story of certain shepherd or nomadic invaders, 
which is, in substance, as follows. 

“In the reign of king Timaus it came to pass that God, for some un- 
known cause, became our adversary: and there came from the East in a 
wonderful manner a race of men of unknown (or, ignoble) extraction, 
who invaded our land, and easily, without a battle, made themselves 
masters thereof. The cities they savagely burned, the temples of the 
gods they threw down, the natives they treated as enemies, killing some, 
and reducing the wives and children of others into slavery. At last they 
made one of themselves their king, whose name was Salatie. He took up 
his abode at Memphis, laid the whole country under tribute, and stationed 
garrisons especially on the eastern frontier, as he apprehended invasion 
from Assyria, which was then rising into power. In particular, he 
occupied a city in the Saite nome, east of the Bubastite arm of the 
Nile, which from a certain old religious story was called Auarie. Here 
he fixed his head quarters, and thence measured out grain and dealt pay 
to his troops, whom he there constantly exercised in feats of arms to 
strike terror into foreigners. 


Now this Salatis reigned 19 years 


then, Beon.......... 44 ... 
Apachnas ...... 367 75 
Apophis......... 61. 
Janias .......... 60. J 
ASSIS ......c0000- 49. 2. 
In all............ pes 2697 105 
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and these six were their first kings, ever warring and indeed desiring 
to destroy the very τοοί οὗ Egypt. The whole race was called Hyk-sos, 
which means ‘Shepherd-kings’. Some say they were Arabians.......Now 
these kings aforesaid, and their successors occupied Egypt 511 years. But 
after this, the Theban and other kings revolted from these usurpers and 
@ great war broke out which lasted a long time. And in the reign of 
a king whose name was Alsphragmuthosis (τ. Misphragmuthosis)', the 
shepherds, being conquered by him, were driven out of the rest of Egypt, 
and pent up in the place called Auaris, which was 10,000 arurea in 
extent. Here they strongly intrenched themselves ; but Thummosis, son 
of the former king, having vainly attempted to take the place by assault 
and siege, made terms with them that they should evacuate Egypt un- 
harmed and go whither they pleased. So they went out from Egypt, 
240,000 in number, and marched through the desert to Syria. But, for 
fear of the Assyrians who at that conjuncture were lords of Asia, they 
settled in the country which is now called Judea, and built there the 
city Jerusalem......And after their departure Tethmosis reigned 25” 4", 
&c.” (See the Table.) 

§ 517. It is not without reason, surely, that Josephus and many 
modern critics have supposed this story of the Hyksos to be an Egyptian 
diguise of the history of the Israelites in Egypt. The concluding circum- 
stance, that the Hyksos are represented as the founders of Jerusalem, 
declares plainly what was the original drift of the story. The shepherd- 
people, through whose sojourn in Egypt the nation suffered so great 
calamities and at last so ruinous an overthrow, are represented in the 
light of invaders and cruel tyrants: this is irreconcilable, of course, with 
the truth of facts related in Scripture, but it belongs to the disguise. 
The origin of this people, from the East,—their supposed Phenician or 
Arab extraction—the locality which they occupy, to the east of Pelusium 
towards Arabia—the laying the whole country under tribute—the measur- 
ing of grain—all these circumstances are retained from the record of facts. 
Nay, the very name of the first king, Salatis, it has been remarked’, 
is evidently Hebrew and points to Joseph, of whom it is said, Gen. xlii. 6, 
that he was the shalit (OY τὴ over all the land of Egypt. This then 
is probably the old story which obtained among the Egyptians previously 
to the disclosure of the Hebrew narrative by means of the Jews settled 
in Egypt. 

§ 518. Now we learn from Syncellus (i.e, from Manetho) that the 
shepherds came into Egypt in the 70lst year of a Sothiac cycle. The 
year thus indicated is 2083 5.0. (1522 761). Combine with this the 


1 AAIZOP in text. recept. of Jose- 5 Hiavemick Einleitung in das Alie 
phus is manifestly an error of the copy- | Testament I.ii. 408. Hengstenberg Moses 
ists for MIZ@P. which is the reading of | u. Aigypten, p. 270, 

Syncellus and Eusebius. 
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other statement of Manetho, that the shepherds remained in Egypt 511 
years (or 518, for that seems to be the true meaning, as will presently 
be shown). Then, the date of their expulsion becomes 1572 B. c. (or 1565). 
Observe next, that the expulsion is referred to two kings named Misphrag- 
muthosis and Tethmosis. The latter is made the first king of the 18th 
dynasty: but precisely the same pair of names, Mephramuthosis and 
Thmosis, stand 6th and 7th in the dynasty. And now lastly, observe the 
time of this Mephramuthosis. We have seen that according to the Egyp- 
tians themselves the dynasty began 1667 s.c. The reigns are thus de- 
scribed by Manetho in Josephus. (I append their dates resulting from 
that of the epoch.) 


B. 0. 
1. Tethmosis ............ 257 4™ 0 90 1667 
2. Chebron ............. 13 = 25 4 1642 
3. Amenophis............20 7 88 4 1629 
4, Amesses, queen...... 21 9 68 11 1606 
5. Mephres........... we 12. 9 80 8 1586 
6. Mephramuthosis...... 25 10 93 5 1574-3 
ἢ. Thmosia .......... «ὁ... 9 8 19 8 1548. 


That is, Mephramuthosis begins to reign almost exactly at the year 
deduced from the'foregoing combination. It seems then, that Manetho, of 
mistake or fraud, has set this pair of kings in duplicate, at the head of 
the dynasty, as if they were distinct from the pair of the same name 
at No 6, 7. He has supplied us, however, with the means of detecting 
the misrepresentation. 

$519. At present I will only remark further, that the new dynasty is 
made to begin 80 or 81 years before our date of the Exode. This is exactly 
in agreement with the Scripture account. Between 80 and 83 years® before 
that event, “ there arose in Egypt a new king which knew not Joseph :”—a — 
king of a new succession, a new dynasty of kings. Moreover the year 1586 ᾿ 
lies just at the close of a reign: of a queen, it is true, but that may be 
merely a disguise. Also, between the Exode and Mephramuthogis we find a 
period of thirteen years:—this will come before us in the other version of the 
Egyptian story, which we will now proceed to consider. 

When the Scripture narrative became known, Egyptian vanity had 
recourse to fraudulent invention. The genuine story was then confronted by 
a miserable fabrication, having the twofold object of dissevering the founders 
of the Jewish nation from the character of greatness and superiority with 
which the shepherds of the elder story were invested, and of degrading 
them into the condition of an abject and odieus race of lepers.—Thus runs. 
the story as told by Manetho ap. Joseph. 6. Apion. 


8 This results from comparison of } at his birth, the edict of the new Phareck 
the ages of Aaron and Moses. Aaron | for the destruction of the male children 


was three years older than his brother; | was not yet put forth. 
37—2 
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§ 520. ‘“Amenophis had a desire to see the gods, as Orus, one of the 
former kings, had done: he made known his wish to Amenophis, son of Papis, 
@ person who for his wisdom, and knowledge of futurity, was deemed more 
than man. His namesake replied, that if he would see the gods he must 
cleanse the land from all lepers and other polluted persons. So the king 
gathered together all who were thus afflicted, to the number of 80,000, and 
set them to work in the quarries east of the Nile. Now among these lepers 
were certain learned priests. But the prophet, seeing the violent treatment 
of these persons, feared the wrath of the gods for himself and the king. 
Wherefore he warned the king, in writing, for he dared not utter it, 
“that certain would fight for these polluted ones:” (ὅτι συμμαχήσουσί 
τινες τοῖς piapois) “that they would subdue Egypt and hold it in possession 
thirteen years.” This done, he put an end to his own life. And the king 
was in great despondency: but after a while he granted to these lepers, at 
their request, that they should inhabit the city Auaris, which had long 
before been evacuated by the shepherds. Here the lepers chose them a 
king, one of themselves, whose name was Osarsiph, a priest of Heliopolis, 
who thenceforth called himself Moses. He bound his fellows by an oath to 
the observance of new laws—to worship no gods, to abstain from no meat, 
not even the flesh of the sacred animals, to have no dealings with the rest 
of mankind. Then he fortified the city, and took up arms against Ame- 
nophis, and called those Hyksos from Jerusalem to his aid. They came, 
an army of 200,000 men: and Amenophis, mindful of the oracle, in 
exceeding dismay, assembled the multitude of the Egyptians, and after 
consultation with their chiefs, sent and fetched the chief of the sacred 
animals, those which were most honoured in the temples, and gave charge 
to the several priests to conceal the images of the gods with all security. 
His eon Sethos, who was also called Ramesses after Rampees his father, 
being then a child of five years old, he placed in charge of a private 
friend; while he himself passed over with the rest of the Egyptians, 
to the number of 300,000 men of the best warriors, but on the enemy’s 
-advancing to meet him he did not give battle, for he deemed it would be to 
‘fight against the gods, so he returned to Memphis, where he took the 
Apis and the other holy animals which he had caused to be brought thither, 
δὰ retreated into Ethiopia with all his army and multitude. And the 
‘king of Ethiopia received and entertained them by the space of those 

-thirteen years which were decreed by fate. Meanwhile the people of 
Jerusalem in conjunction with those unclean Egyptians committed such 
impious atrocities in the land, that the former doings of the Hyksos were 
accounted light in comparison. For, not content with setting fire to cities 
and villages, and despoiling temples and destroying the images of the gods, 
they fed continually on the roasted flesh of the holy animals, and com- 
pelled priests and prophets to be their sacrificers and butchers, and cast 
them out naked.” “Moreover it is said, that he who founded their 
polity and laws was a priest of Heliopolis, by name Osarsiph, so named 
after Osiris the god in Heliopolis, which name he changed to Moses after 
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that he went over to this race of people. After these things, Amenophis 
returned from Ethiopia with ἃ great army, and also his son Rampses, he 
too with an army; and they two, encountering the shepherds and the un- 
clean conquered them, and, having slain many, pursued them even to 
the borders of Syria.” 

§ 521. This story was evidently framed by a person who had the Scrip- 
ture narrative before him. In the Law of Moses he found many minute 
and anxious precepts relative to leprosy ; hence the fiction that the Israel- 
ites were a race of lepers:—of the name Osarsiph the latter part is derived 
from the name Joseph, who is confounded with Moses; and he is made a 
priest of Heliopolis, because it is related that Joseph received in marriage 
the daughter of “ Potiphera priest of On,” or Heliopolis. What is said of 
Amenophis raising an army and going to meet the hosts of the lepers and 
their shepherd allies, then suddenly retreating and taking refuge in Ethio- 
pia, is of course easily interpreted: it is a thin disguise of the facts related 
in the Scriptures. This novel figment, however, is cunningly connected 
with the more ancient story. It was too well established a tradition to be 
entirely set aside, that the shepherds were the authors of Egypt's woes, and 
the founders of the Jewish nation: accordingly, they are here fetched from 
Judea and Jerusalem to aid the lepers: a second invasion and a second 
expulsion are contrived for this purpose. And as the first expulsion was 
placed 511 (518) years after the first invasion, so the second was placed 
518 years after the former. This had previously been put back to the 
beginning of the 18th dynasty, by inventing an earlier Misphragmuthosis 
and identifying Tethmosis the king who expelled the shepherds with 
Amosis first king of the dynasty. That is to say, the order is made to 
be as follows: 


1. Misphragmuthosis I. : conquers 5. Amesses 
the shepherds. 6. Mephres 
2. Tethmosis I.: expels them. 7. Misphragmuthosis IT. 
3. Chebron 8. Tethmosie II. 
4, Amenophis 


Whereas the true order is, 


1. Amosis: head of the dynasty which overthrew the dynasty under 
which Joseph and the Israelites prospered : 


2. Chebron 
&c. 


In other words, the expulsion of the so-called shepherds is identified with the 
overthrow of their power. In the old story, the power was wrested from 
them by Amosis, or Thmosis, the first king of the 18th dynasty, 1667 B.c., 
but they continued in the land many years, until they were finally expelled 
by Misphragmuthosis and: Tethmosis, 1572 or 1565 ».c. From the first 
expulsion, however, thus antedated; to the second of which Manetho speaks, 
he makes 518 years. ““ Tethmosis was king when they went out, and from 
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him to the two brothers Sethos and Hermeus are 303 years. Sethos 
reigned 59’; and after him Rampses 66’ [In all 518 years.] Then comes 
Amenophis”—the king by whom the lepers were expelled. (See the Tubles 
at the end of the section.) The number 518 was not assigned at random : 
it belonged to the old story, é. 6. to the story as it related to the expulsion of 
the Jews: which event, or rather, the recovery of Egypt from the de- 
solating judgments which attended it, was placed at the end of a period 
of 518 years. And this is the true meaning of the number assigned to the 
16th dynasty in the list of Africanus, viz. “518 years.” Its original inten- 
tion is, that from the accession of the shepherd dynasty which Manctho 
(Afr.) makes the 15th, to the expulsion of the shepherds, which he places 
at the epoch of the 18th, are 518 years. At a subsequent period, this was 
made into a dynasty by itself: (for a purpose which I shall presently be 
able to explain). But the term itself, originally reaching from 2083 Β. c. 
(the 701st year of a cycle) to 1565 (21 years after the Exode) was got by 
doubling a genuine historical term ending at that same year. It is the 
double of the 259 years extending from the commencement of the “shep- 
herd tyranny” to the year in question. For Manetho (in Josephus) shews 
that a period of 2597 10™ of shepherd kings extended from the first, named 
Salatis, to Misphragmuthosis and Tethmosis, which two kings, we have 
seen, are the 6th and 7th of the dynasty. Originally, therefore, the latter 
part (about 102 years) of the 259 allotted to the shepherds lay parallel 
with the first part of the 18th dynasty: thus, 


Shepherd Kings. 
1. Salatis 19" 157 years of ‘shepherd-kings.’ 
2. Beon 44” 
3. Apachnas 3677™... 9977" = 18th Dynasty. 
4. Apophis 61 ...160 7 Amosis ............ 257 105 102 years of divided 
5. Janias 50 1 Chebron ......... 13 rule: the shepherds 
Amenophis ...... 20 7 ποῦ φυράμοα ΑἹ] εἰς 
ς l year e- 
8. Assis 49 2 AMESSEB .......60 21 9 phramuthosis, who 
° Mephres eeccvense 13 9 expels them, 1565 


Mephramuthosis 25 10 5.0. 


It may be that there was actually a dynasty of kings who as favouring 
the shepherds, é.e. the Israelites, are called ‘shepherds’: that after nearly 
160 years of rule their supremacy was wrested from them by the line of Dios- 
politan kings, 1667 Β. c.; that on the overthrow of Pharaoh in 1586 Β. c. these 
“shepherd kings” under Assis or Asseth recovered their power during 8 
period of 13 years, as related in the“story of “the lepers,” é. 6. till the acces- 
sion of the king called Mephramuthosis, and that after long war he succeeded 
in expelling them. As matter of conjecture, this is not unlikely ; at all 
events, so runs the story when reduced to its original bearings. As for the 
period of 259 years, I believe it to be historical. If it end at 1565 8. ο. (the 
year given by the statement that the residence of the shepherds in Egypt lasted 
518 years—the double of 269, the true period—beginning at the 701st of the 


§ 522524. | RGYPTIAN. 583 


Sothiac cycle) it began 1565 + 259 = 1824 s.c. Turn now to our Table of 
dates in § 295: it will be seen that the year 1825 ἐδ that in which Joseph en- 
tered Egypt: Joeeph, whom we have already seen reason to identify with 
Salatis, § 517. This coincidence is not a little surprising. And here I may 
remark, that the epoch of Salatis in that text of the Dynasties which Euse- 
bius bas followed is almost exactly the same:—his epoch of the 18th dynasty 
is 1715 Β. σ.: to the shepherds he assigns 103 years, making the epoch of 
Salatis 1818 Βα It is remarkable, too, that Africanus places the epoch of 
the 18th dynasty itself at the year 1822, for his date of Chebron is 1797, and 
to Amosis he doubtless gave 25 years, and 1797 + 25 = 1822. 

§ 522. We may now advert to the other stories put forth by the 
Egyptians concerning this part of their history. 

As related by Chaeremon the story runs thus: “ Isis appeared to Ameno- 
phis in a dream, robuking him for that her temple lay waste during the war. 
Phritipantes the scribe advised him to make atonement by expelling all that 
were polluted. They went forth under the commandment of the scribes 
Moses, whom the Egyptians call Tisithen, and Peteseph, which is Joseph. 
At Pelusium they fell in with 380,000 men whom Amenophis had left 
there because he did not wish to bring them into Egypt. With these they 
united their forces, and returned. Amenophis retreated into Ethiopia. His 
wife, who was pregnant, brought forth in a certain cave a son who was 
named Messenes: who, when he became a man, drove the Jews into Syria 
and recalled his father Amenophis from Ethiopia." Such is Cheremon’s 
story, to which Josephus adds, that this Messenes was also called Ramesses 
(c. Apion. i. § 32). 

§ 523. In this story the Israelites again seem to be connected with the 
Hyksos, though these are not so named. Between “the flight of Ameno- 
phis” and the expulsion of the Jews, this story interposes a period of certainly 
more than 13 years : the child who was born at the time of the calamity has 
grown up to manhood: he must be supposed some 20 years old. Compare 
this with the construction derived from Manetho. It was in the year 1586 that 
the Exode took place, ¢. 6. in the Egyptian story, that Amenophis fled before 
the lepers into Ethiopia. It was im the year 1565 Β. ο. that Egypt began to 
recover from this catastrophe, ἑ. 6. in the Egyptian story, that Amenophis 
returns from Ethiopia and drives out the lepers. The interval is 21 years. 
Manetho contrives to retain so much of the story as relates to the manly 
age of the son, consistently with the alleged period of only thirteen years. 
The son, “ Sethos, also called Ramesses” (the name, as Josephus remarks, 
is the same with the Messenes of Cheremon), is 5 years old at his father's 
flight, therefore 18 at his return. 

§ 524. A third version appears in an extract from Lysimachus : “In the 
reign of Bocchoris, the Jews, afflicted with leprosy and other loathsome dis- 
eases, went to the temples clamouring for food. The disease spread, and a 
dearth was the consequence. Bocchoris was commanded by Ammon to purge 
the land, &c. The unholy and profane were to be driven out into the 
desert; the lepers, wrapped in sheets of lead, to be cast into the eea. This was 
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done : the rest, when night came on, lighted fires and torches, fasted ail night, 
and besought the gods to save them. The next day, one Moses counselled 
them to march on until they came to an inhabited country, and from thence- 
forth to be malevolent to all mankind ; to destroy all images, &c. So they 
came to Syria and built Jerusalem.” Ib. § 34. This is from first to last 
& mere caricature of the Scripture history. The story begins with the 
time of dearth (viz. under Joseph), makes no mention of the shepherd- 
tyranny, hints at the drowning of the male children, the pillar of cloud and 
fire ; and suppresses all that relates to the calamities of Egypt. In short, 
it is merely the fiction of the Ptolemean age in its most contemptuous form, 
designed for ignorant and credulous Greeks. 

§ 525. Diodorus tells the story in two diffcrent forms. In xxxiv. 1. 
(t. ii. 524, Wess.) the adherents of Antiochus Sidetes relate concerning the 
Jews that they were from the first a despicable people, expelled from 
Egypt as hateful to the gods on account of foul cutaneous diseases. In the 
other passage, xl. 1. t. ii. 542, he relates, that in ancient times a pestilence 
which raged in Egypt was ascribed to the wrath of the gods on account 
of the multitude of aliens, who with their strange worships were offen- 
sive to the gods of the land. The aliens therefore were expelled. The 
most distinguished among them betook themselves to Greece and other 
adjoining regions, among whom were Danaus and Cadmus’. The mair 
body, however, retired into the country afterwards called Judea, which at 
that time was a desert. This colony was led by Moses, &c. The first of 
these is the modern figment, the other is based upon the more ancient story. 

§ 526. Neither did it escape the penetration of Taciths, that the story 
was related in diverse conflicting forms. ‘Some relate that in the reign of 
Isis the redundant population of Egypt disburthened itself, under the con- 
duct of Hierosolymus and Juda, upon the adjacent regions. Many, that 
the Jews were a people of Ethiopian extraction, whom in the reign of Ce- 
pheus fear and hate compelled to seek a new abode. Some there are who 
deliver, that an Assyrian horde, having no land of their own, made them- 
selves masters of part of Egypt, and anon acquired citics of their own, and 
Hebrew lands in the tract nearer to Syria......Very many authors agree, 
that in consequence of the spread of ἃ loathsome disease in Egypt, Boc- 
choris, consulting the oracle of Ammon, was commanded to purge the land 
and to remove the diseased, as a kind of people hateful to the gods, into 
other lands. They were therefore gathered together and left in the desert ; 
where, when the rest lay helpless in their tears, Moses, one of the exiles, 
told them they must cease to expect any aid of god or man, and must 
but trust to him as a guide from heaven......Six days they journeyed, and 
on the seventh they came to an inhabited land the people of which they 
drove out, and there built them a city and temple.” Tacit. Hist. v. init, 


8 It is curious that the date of the | 8.6. 1582,-so near the true date of the 
Parian Chronicle for the arrival of Ce- | Exodus of Ierael. Was the date derived 
erpps (the Egyptian of Sais) in Attica is | from Egyptian information ὃ 
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Of these relations the two first give the substance of the story of the shep- 
herds ; and both refer it to very ancient times—the reign of Isis and that of 
Cepheus (son of Belus and father of Andromeda). The mention of Isis is 
peculiarly interesting, as will be pointed out in the sequel. The last which is 
mentioned as the most prevalent account, is just that invented by the later 
Egyptians as related by Lysimachus. 

§ 527. Thus far our investigation furnishes the following fixed points: 
The Israelites, represented in the story as ἃ race of nomad invaders who 
became lords of Egypt, were conceived to have come into Egypt 259 years 
before a certain known year, viz. the 1219th of a cycle = 15665 Β. ο., there- 
fore in the 960th of the cycle. From their entrance into the land, they 
held undisputed supremacy until another known year, 345 years before 
the lapse of the cycle, i.e. 1116th of the cycle = 1667 Β. ο., that is, during 
157 years (from 1824 to 1667 3.c.). Then arose a Theban dynasty which 
broke the power of these ‘tyrants:’ that is, in truth, the dynasty under 
which Joseph came in, and which prospered through him (for it gained 
possession of all the land of Egypt except that of the priests), was over- 
thrown. At the end of 80 or 81 years, a terrible catastrophe befell the 
land in consequence of the cruelty which was exercised upon these 
shepherds, who, in the later invention, are described as a race of lepers: 
the king and his army go out against them and perish—this is represented 
as a flight into Ethiopia: nor did Egypt recover from this blow until 
the child then born grew to the age of man, in other words, Egypt lay 
desolate some 20 years—this is represented as a time of dreadful oppres- 
sion exercised by those shepherds and lepers. Then arose a new king, 
and Egypt revived—this is exhibited as the return of the king from 
Ethiopia with his son, who together drive out the tyrants. And the two 
deliverances are identified by the circumstance that both are placed at 
the end of a period of 518 years, ἐ. 6. in truth, of a period of 259 years, 
of which 518 is the double. This period of 259 years is distributed into 
two portions, of 157 years and 102 years: and the latter into 80 years 
and 22 years. ' 

§ 528. With these fixed marks before us, we detect the meaning of 
the term of years assigned by Manetho (Afr.) to the 17th dynasty. That 
dynasty was in truth, as the Old Chronicle declares, the dynasty of the 
“shepherds,” which Manetho (Afr.) threw back to the 15th. It lasted 157 
years—and this number Manetho retains with only a slight alteration, 
making it 151 years, which reduction is occasioned, probably, by his 
reduction of the, term of 22 years of calamity to 13; for a difference of 
only two or three years in a matter of this kind is not worth considering. 
Thus the known term of 259 years is artfully, or ignorantly, expanded 
jnto a period of twice that length ; 

viz. xv. 259 years 
"xvii 161, for ioe 
part of xviii............. 102 


—— 
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the two latter terms being in fact identical with the first: i.e the term 
of 259 years is just doubled, into 518 years, which, after the reduction 
of the 157 years to 151, became 511 nearly. Nor is this all: bat with 
the like ignorance or fraud, the period of 518 years thus generated 
is itself doubled, being assigned as the length of the 16th dynasty. 
Thus the term of 259 years was expanded into one of four times that 
length, or 1036 years! 

§ 529. If now we turn to the “ Old Chronicle,’ we there find the shep- 
herds assigned to the 17th dynasty with a term of 103 years. What is 
this but the latter portion of the term of 259 years, the 102 years which 
truly began after the accession of the 18th dynasty, but are here, on what- 
ever inducement, transferred to the place of the 157 years? The inducement 
I conceive to be this: the calamities of Egypt really began with the 
oppression of the Israclites, i.e. with the accession of the 18th dynasty, 
they lasted therefore 102 (or 103) years, viz. the 80 or 81 years of op 
pression together with the 22 years of desolation after the Exode. Now 
when the oppressed came to be considered in the light of the oppressors, 
the specified term of oppression was naturally transferred to the space 
allotted to the shepherd-tyrants. Nor is this a mere conjectural expla- 
nation: it tallies with the brief account given to Herodotus. 

§ 590. ‘Until Rhampsinitus Egypt prospered greatly. After him arose 
Cheops, an evil king who shut up the temples, prohibited sacrifice, and 
compelled all the Egyptians to labour for him, some in the quarries, &c. 
So he built the great pyramid, and after a reign of 50 year, was suo- 
ceeded by his brother Chephren, also an evil king, who reigned 56 
years. He built the second pyramid. Thus by the space of 106 years 
(the 103 years of the xviith dynasty of O. C.) there was extreme 
wretchedness in Egypt, and all this time the temples were shut. 80 
greatly do the Egyptians abhor these kings, that they abominate their 
very names, and in speaking of the pyramids they use to call them the 
works of a shepherd Philition who at this time pastured his flocks in these 
parts.” ii. 124. 5. Diodorus also mentions this same period of 106 years, 
assigning it to Chembes or Chemmis a Memphite who reigned 50 years, 
and Chephren his brother who reigned 56 years. 

Here we have almost precisely the period of 102 years; and who 
should this Chephren be but the Chebron of Manetho, the second king 
of the 18th dynasty? These two kings are the tyrant builders of the 
pyramids, which were reared by the labour of an oppressed people, 
“shepherds of Palestine,” for that is undoubtedly the meaning of Hero- 
dotus’s ποιμὴν φιλιτίων. It is very remarkable that the story told tw 
Herodotus at a time when, the Jewish accounts being yet unknown in 
Egypt, there was no such inducement to fraad, should so nearly tally. 
with the original characters of the history. Not the dynasty which fa- 
voured the Israelites, but the first kings of the dynasty which followed, 
were the authors of Egypt's calamities, and as euch, worthy objects of 
abhorrence. 
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ᾧ 531. That the Israelites were the persons employed in building the 
pyramids, the Jews themselves at ἃ later period believed, and it is a sup- 
position to which one is natarally led by the very terms in which their 
bondage is described in Scripture. During the term of 80 years which 
followed the accession of the new dynasty, “they built for Pharaoh 
treasure-cities Pithom and Raamses.” Ex. i. 11. “Pharaoh's taskmasters 
made their lives bitter with hard bondage, in morter and in brick, and 
in all manner of service in the field.” (ὁ. 14. Some great monuments, 
surely, must have been raised by the labour of so vast a multitude during 
so many years. As Perizonius remarks, Quid vero tanto temporis intervallo 
tot millia hominum perfecerint, non reperimus nisi munitionem duarum vel 
trium urbium que ab tis intra paucissimos annos facillime perfici potuit. 
Debuerunt etiam aliud quid muxime nobis, laboris, temporis prestitisse 
quodque conventens esset aliquot centenis millibus hominum longissimo δὲ 
continuo tempore ad opus adactis, Origg. Bab. et Aig. ii. 441. Now accord- 
ing to the Egyptian accounts the “lepers” were employed in quarrying 
stone, § 520: according to Herodotus, the “shepherd Philition” built the 
pyramids. From the Scripture chronology we have learned that these 
80 years of servitude extend from B.c. 1666 to 1586: and in Manetho’s 
list this period begins with the 18th dynasty. The name of one of the 
pyramid-builders given to Herodotus is also the name of the second king 
of Manetho’s list during this period. Such is the combination from which 
we infer that the time of the pyramid-builders occupies the first 80 years 
of the 18th dynasty, to which time accordingly we refer that triplet of 
kings whose names were mentioned to Herodotus, Cheops, Chephren and 
Mycerinus. And it will appear in the sequel that our inference is confirmed 
by other evidence. 

§ 532. To retarn to the Old Chronicle. It assigns to the 18th dynasty 
a term of 348 years, which I take to be the period intended by Clement 
where he says that the Exode (or epoch of the dynasty) lies 345 years before 
the lapse of the Sothiac cycle. Now the contents of the Old Chronicle are 


as follows: 


16th dynasty ... 190 
V7th .....c0- eens ‘ 103 
181 0... ...ceccsscceccecerecerneaccorer ences κε νόσον ον 348 


That is to say, Ave times 216 years (and 4 over). Here is our first indi- 
cation of the use of what I call “the larger sarus” (12x 18 or 6x66) as 
a measure of an artificial system employed by the Egyptians in common 
with the Chaldeans and other ancient nations. In fact, this measure 
gives itself to view in the Egyptian systems, in a manner that is not to 
be mistaken. For let it be observed, in the first place, that this period of 
1000 years, or 5x 216, is preceded in the Old Chronicle by this item, 
“Eight Demigods, 217 years,” ¢.¢. one sarus of 216 years plus one year. 
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It may be indeed that 217 is the unit; then 1084 years = almost exactly 
5x 217. But I think it certain that 216 is the fundamental number, for 
this is clearly the basis of the entire period contained in the Chronicle. 
For observe the sum of its numbers : 


15 reigns ......... 443) 
16th dynasty..... 190 
171} ....... 108 
18th ...... 348 ...... 1084) = 5x 216: 4 
19th 194 
20th ...... 228 
218 ...... 121 
22d. 48 
23d ....... 19 
24th ...... 44 
26th ...... 44 
26th to Β.ο. 625. 177 ...... 875? = 4x 216+11 
Cambyses 525 B.c. to 
Alexander $24 no. ᾿ ΜΝ 201 = 1x 216-15 
The sum exactly ...... 2160 = 10x 216. 


§ 583. Hence there cannot, I think, be a doubt that the authors of 
the Chronicle adjusted the entire scheme of their chronography from Menes 
to Alexander to an artificial period of 2160 =10 x 216 years. And this period 
is so divided as to fall into two equal moieties at a year preceding by four 
years the epoch of the 19th dynasty, beginning with Sesostrie. I infer also 
from the statement above quoted from 8. Clement, that the point of bisec- 
tion was conceived by these chronographers to coincide with the beginning 
of a Sothiac cycle. Not truly indeed, for it is well known that the Sothiac 
cycle began 1822 s.c.; whereas in this reckoning it is thrown back to 
324 + 1080 = 1404 n.c. But we are under no necessity of assuming that 
the framers of this chronography bound themselves to an accurate treat- 
ment of the epoch of the cycle. They are right in placing the epoch of 
the 18th dynasty 345 years before the lapse of the cycle, for the coincidence 
of that epoch with 1667 3.c. has been placed beyond question by our 
former arguments. But their systematic purpose betrayed them into an 
error, in placing a period of 5 x 216 years between the lapse of the cycle 
and the epoch of Alexander. Meanwhile, however, the reader will bear 
in mind the date (about 1400 Β.0.} hereby assigned to Sesostris. Let me 
also observe, in confirmation of what has been shown concerning the period 
of 2160 years, that this same period meets our view in another statement 
(preserved by Syncellus), which we have already on other grounds rejected 
as the result of artifice. The shepherds, it is said, came into Egypt in 
the 7Olst year of a Sothiac cycle. Now a Sothiac cycle plus 700 years 
makes just this period of 2160 years. And now let us examine the former 
moiety of the period of 2160 years, extending in the Old Chronicle from 
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Menes to the epoch of Sesostris. That it is not historical, its artificial 
character sufficiently declares. Now of the items,which compose it, namely, 
443 + 190 + 103 + 345, the last is historical in the sense which has been 
explained, viz. that it is the interval between the epoch of the 18th dynasty 
and the (true) epoch of the Sothiac cycle. The period of 103 years has 
already been explained: it has changed places with the 157 years, the 
other portion of the 260 years of the “Shepherds.” The term of 443 years 
is—I do not say historical, but—more ancient than the formation of the 
scheme under consideration: for it appears also in the list of Eratosthenes, 
being there also the sum of the first 15 reigns. There remains only the 
period of 190 years, and of this the origin and intent is now explained. 
The chronographer purposed to get a period of 1080 years; he had before 
him these items, 443 + 102 + 345 = 890 years, to these therefore he added 
190 years, assigning them to the so-called 16th dynasty. This then we 
reject: and then restoring the two portions 157 + 103 to their proper places 
we obtain, as the more ancient elements of the scheme, the items 443 + 157 
+ 345 = 945 years ending at the lapse of the Sothiac cycle 1922 s.c., there- 
fore beginning 2267 8.0. ; which is therefore, in the more ancient account, the 
epoch of Menes. 

$ 534. Let us at once test this result by the chronographical list of 
Eratosthenes. Suppose, since that list has in common with the Old 
Chronicle the period of 15 reigns = 443 years, that its epoch of Menes is 
2267 ».c. Then (see the Tables) the reign of Sistosichermes, or “ Her- 
cules the strong,” é.e. evidently Sesostris, begins almost at the very year 
to which the Old Chronicle assigns it: it begins, namely, at 1402 s.c., 
865 years after the epoch of Menes. But here too is artifice: for hence it 
appears that the scheme of Eratosthenes gives (almost exactly) 4 x 216 = 864 
years to the interval between Menes and Sesostris, and implies 5 x 216 
more from Sesostris to Alexander: viz. 


2267 -- 1402 5.6. = nearly 864 = 4x 216 
1404-- 824 no. = 1080 = 5 x 216 


The scheme of the Old Chronicle gives 10 x 216 to the entire period, 
viz. 


} 9 x 216. 


5x 216 from Menes to Sesostris,... 2484 -- 1404 B.c. 
& x 216 from Sesostris to Alexander, 1404— 324 B.c. 


i.e. the Old Chronicle, as compared with Eratosthenes, antedates the epoch 
of Menes by a period of just 216 years. 

$535. Hence it is clear that what I have called “the more ancient” 
epoch of Menes, 2267 n.c., is still the result of artifice, and therefore not 
historical. It resulted from the purpose of adjusting the entire chrono- 
graphy, down to the epoch of Alexander, to a scheme of 10x 216 years 
beginning with the demigods, and of 9 x 216 years beginning with Menes. 

Now since 1667 5.0. is certainly the epoch of the 18th dynasty, and 
1667 + 157 = 1824 3.c. the epoch of Selatis, it follows that the artificial 
part is the period (from 2967 8.0. to 1824) of 443 years, which the Old 
Chronicle and Eratosthenes assign to the first 15 reigns beginning with 
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Menes. So that, in truth, the epoch of Menes remains unknown, and the 
whole tract of chronography prior to Salatis= Joseph, is terra incognita. 
Thus much, however, has now been rendered clear—that the most ancient 
scheme did not pretend to place Menes further back than 9x 216 years 
before Alexander, ἑ. 6. than 2267 n.c., and was therefore not greatly in error, 
for this year is 180 years after the year of the Flood, and only about 40 years 
before our assumed date of the Dispersion of Nations. 

And now, perhaps, we have the explanation of the antehistorical term 
prefixed by the Old Chronicle to this, the most ancient, scheme. “ ine 
demigods reigned 217 years.” “nine”? With reference, I suppose, 
to the scheme of 9 times 216 years following. It is true the Old Chronicle, 
as cited by Syncell. 51. Euseb. Chr. 6., mentions but eight demigods, without 
maMes, ἔπειτα ἡμίθεοι βασιλεῖς ὀκτὼ ἔτη σιζ΄. But Manetho, who gives 
this item in detail with the names and length of reign, makes nine demigods 
with 214 years. Perhaps, as Rask has remarked’, the number eight in the 
Old Chronicle results from a confusion of the demigods with the eight 
primitive gods, Diodor. i. 13. Herodot. ii. 43. 

§ 536. We will complete what we have to say concerning the Old 
Chronicle, by noticing the contents of its antemundane periods. 


Helios son of Hephestus reigned ......... 30,000 years 

Cronos and 12 Gods .............0.:essseeseces 3,984 

Nine Demigods.............::cssssccesseeseenneees 216 

Men from Menes to Alexander............ 2,160 
36,360 


A number evidently formed upon the numbers 6 and 60, the bases of the 
sossus and sarus, themselves derived from the ancient measure of the solar 
year, 360=6x60. Thus the entire scheme is proved to be constructed 
upon the same artificial plan. Herein we detect the genesis of the number 
3984. It was not set down capriciously, but the pre-conceived scheme 
being 8 period of 36,360 years, and the elements already generated being 
216 + 2160 = 2376,'the number 3984 was requisite to the production of the 
digits 6360, and the remaining digit was furnished by the term of 30,000 
years prefixed to the whole. 

It is reported indeed, that the Chronicle contained a period of 36,525 
years (i.e. 25x 1461, or twenty five Sothiac cycles, ἐ.6. the Sothiac multi- 
plied into the cycle of Apis), Syncell. 51. Eus. Chron. 6. But this is cer- 
tainly not the amount of the numbers actually given, and the meaning 
ef the statement is probably no more than this—that at the expiration of 
ἃ term of 165 years from the epoch of Alexander, at which the Chronicle 
ends, a period of 36,525 years will be complete. 

§ 537. Let us turn now to the list of Manetho (Afr.), contained 
in his Second Book. In this Book there are but two dynasties before 
the 18th in which the names are given; viz. the 12th, of 160 years, 
and the 15th, or dynasty of shepherd kings, which in the text of Africanus 
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is numbered at 284 years. The sum is 444 yeors, ending, be ἐξ observed, 
at the close of the first 15 dynasties, just as in the liste of the Old Chronicle 
and Eratosthenes, 443 years ie the sum of the first fifteen reigns. The 
saference is obvious. The chronographer has expanded 15 reigns into 15 
dynasties. Now look at his 13th dynasty with its term of 453 years: 
is not this a mere duplicate of the 443 years just mentioned, just as the 
518 years of the 16th dynasty are the duplicate of the assumed 518 years 
of the shepherds’ continuance in Egypt? And besides, observe the 14th, 
with its sam of 184 years: these with the 259 years of the shepherds 
(in the text of Josephus) agam amount to 443 years. Here then we 
clearly detect the processes by which the numbers were generated out 
of the ancient enumeration. Viz. 


12th dynasty 160 14th dynasty 184 
15th __...... » 384 (Afr.) 15th... 259 (Jos.) 
444 13th dynasty 443. 443 


That is, Manetho gives the genuine period of 443 years in three different 
complex forms : his 14th is generated by deducting 259 years, the genuine 
number of the years of the shepherds, from 443: his 12th, by deducting 
284, the enlarged number, from 443: his 13th is the same number 443, 
disguised, for some purpose or other, as 453. Hence out of 443+ 259 years, 
reaching to the 103d year of the 18th dynasty, he has fabricated the 
following list, 


12th dynasty 160 
13th... 453 
145 ...... 184 
18 ...... 284 


Sum 1081 or 5x 216 years, 
just the length of time which the Old Chronicle assigned to the period beginning 
at Menes and ending at the close of the Sothiac cycle. 

ᾧ 538. In the next place: whereas the Old Chronicle, when brought 
into its artificial form as above described, gave a period of 953 years 
beginning at the 9 demigods and ending at the close of the 17th dynasty, 
viz. 9 Demigods... 2177 ὁ 


Sum 953 years, 


Manetho interjoins this with the previous Period of 1080 years, by making 
it begin δὲ the epoch of his 15th dynasty, vis. 
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In other words, he places the epoch of Salatis where the Old Chronicle placed 
the epoch of the 9 idemigods, i.e. 953 years before the epoch of the 18th 
dynasty : and, further, he superimposes these two periods of 1080 and 953 
years upon each other in such wise, that the period of the 15th dynasty 
is common to both. 

§ 539. Of the specific items of which this period of 953 years is 
composed, the first, of 284 years, has been accounted for: so has the second 
of 518 years, being the double of the genuine term of 259 years assigned 
to the shepherds: the third, of 151 years, is doubtless the genuine term 
of 157 years (from Salatis to Amosis), only. diminished by 6 in order to 
furnish the preconceived number 953. 

And here again, observe the result in respect of the artificial measure, 
216. These 953 years added to 1667 5.0. give 2620 B.c. as the epoch 
of Salatis, which year precedes the lapse of the Sothiac cycle by 1298 
years, i.e. six times the period of 216 years (1296). So that the artifice 
before described may be further expressed in this way: viz the scheme 
of Manetho is fabricated by superimposing a period of 6x 216 upon the 
Chronicle's period of 5x216 in such sort that both periods include the 
15th dynasty :—in other words, the two lines overslide each other to an 
extent of 284 years, which is the length of the 15th dynasty. 

§ 540. It is remarkable that Manetho (Africanus) gives the 18th 
dynasty but 263 years. The deviation from the Chronicle is not acci- 
dental. For by actual reckoning of the sum-numbers upward from Cam- 
byses we have found the epoch of the 18th dynasty in Manetho to be 
1667 s.c. And 1667 minus 263 gives 1404 3.c. for the epoch of Sethos 
= Sesostris, the first king of the 19th dynasty: the very same date which 
the O. C. gives, and also Eratosthenes. Manetho therefore, like the O.C., 
has the artificial period of 5216 years between Sesostris and Alexander. 
This point then is common to both schemes. In the upper part they 
differ only in their different lengths of the 18th dynasty. That is, the 
epoch of the nine demigods in the Chronicle precedes this epoch of Sesostris 
(there conceived as the close of a Sothiac cycle) by 6x 216 years nearly. 
In Manetho, the epoch of Salatis (identified with that of the demigods 
in that they both lie 953 years before the 18th ‘dynasty) precedes the true 
epoch of the Sothiac cycle (1322 n.c.) by the same period of 6x 216. Or, 
the two schemes are related as in the following view: 


Old Chronicte. Manetho. 
2700 3.c. Demigods. 
2620 w.c. Salatis ..... ccc cen 
6 x 216 years. 
6 x 216 
1404 8.0. Sesostris. 1404. Sesostris. 
(Supposed epoch of | 1822. True epoch of 
Sothiac Cycle, 1404.) Sothiac Cycle. 
5x 216, 5x 216 | 


924 B.c. Alexander. 324. Alexander. 
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Such is the relation between Africanus’s text of Manetho and the 
Old Chronicle. But the other text of the 18th dynasty preserved by 
Josephus gives it 333 years. This I take to be an error for 343 years: 
and if it be eo, then in this text of the dynasties the interval from Salatis 
to Sesostris is just that from the demigods in the chronicle: but whether 
this text made 5 x 216 from Sesostris to Alexander we cannot say, for 
the recital of Josephus stops at the second reign of the 19th dynasty. 

§ 541. We have now, I think, explained the artifices by which the 
whole of Manetho’s Second Book, with its several terms down to the 
19th dynasty, was generated. But although this Book begins some 800 
years before the epoch of the demigods, we have still not reached the epoch 
of Menes. Indeed the Second Book begins with the 12th dynasty; and 
Manetho, as we have scen, has expanded 15 reigns into as many dynasties, 
of which the First Book contains eleven. We will presently examine the 
structure of this Book; but first it will be convenient to advert once 
more to the contents of the Canon of Eratosthenes. 

If then, as before mentioned, we assume as the epoch of Menes in this 
Canon the year which we elicited from the Old Chronicle, 2267 3.c., the 
dates of the several reigns will be as in the annexed Table. (See the 
end of this section.) 

Here we find Saophis IJ. or Sensaophis at 1823 s.c.; Nitocris, “a 
queen who reigned instead of her husband” at 1596—1590 3s... ¢.¢. just 
at the time of the queen Amesses of Manetho, whose reign terminates at 
the year of the Exode, 1586 s.c.; and Thyosi-mares the Strong, at 1568 8. c. 
i.e. at the place of Manetho’s Mephre-thmosis (which seems to be the 
same name transposed). Now this king and his son expelled the Shepherds 
—in other words, under them Egypt revived after a time of desolation 
which lasted 22 years; and this is precisely the length of reign assigned 
to the intermediate king between Nitocris and Thyosi-mares. Observe 
also the epithet, “ Restorer of his country’s strength” applied to Thinillus. 
Again, as we before remarked, as the Sesostris of Manetho (Afr.) ascends 
the throne in 1667-263=1404 3.c., and he of the Chronicle in 324 + 1080 
= 1404 s.c., so in Eratosthenes we find “ Sistosichermes, or Hercules the 
Strong,” at the year 1402 n.c., and with a reign of 55 years, as in Manetho 
of 51 (Afr.), or 55 (Eus.) The three next in Eratosthenes (of whom 
Maris is manifestly the Meris or Hermeus whom Manetho makes brother 
of the successor of Sesostris), have 62 years: in Manetho, one king 
Ramesses, has 61 (Afr.), 66 (Eus.) 

These coincidences attest the general identity of the list of Eratosthenes 
with the corrected list of the Old Chron. and Manetho, viz. 600+263 
= 863 years from Menes to Sesostris, as here in Eratosthenes 865 years, 
that is to say, both lists proceed upon the scheme of getting 4x 216 years 
between Menes and Sesostris. 

§ 542. It is remarkable that Nitocris in this list of Eratosthenes 
occupies precisely the same place as the queen Amesses in the corrected 
list of Manetho, ἑ. 6. that both occupy just the time of the Exode of 
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Jaracl. For does it not follow from this with great probability that the 
story about this queen in Herodotus (ii. 100) is a disguise of the calamity 
of the Exode? “Her brother,” it is said, “ was king, and was slain by 
his subjects, who then gave her the kingdom. And she avenged her 
brother’s death by subtlety: for she made an exceedingly large apartment, 
under ground. Into this she invited the leaders of the conspirators, and 
while they were feasting, she let in the waters of the river upon them 
through a great channel ; then cast herself into a chamber filled with glow- 
ing embers, and 80 perished.” Observe, too, that in Manetho this same 
queen, the last of his sixth dynasty, is named as the builder of the third 
Pyramid. But Herodotus and Diodorus assign this work to Mycerinus ; 
and his time we have already, on strong grounds, identified (and shall yet 
farther identify) with the time of the Exode. 

§ 543. And here let us observe that the Cheops of Herodotus is 
clearly identical with the Suphis of Manetho (i. 4. 2), the builder of the 
fargest Pyramid: and the same Suphis with the Saophie of Eratosthenes. 
For observe the order of the names in the three documents: 


Herodotue. Manetho. Eratosthenes. . 
Cheops Suphis I. Saophis I. 
Chephren Suphis IT. Saophis II. 
Mycerinus Mencheres Moscheres. 


Now in Eratosthenes the second of these kings begins to reign just 443 
years after Menes, i.e. 1824 B.c., being precisely the epoch of Salatis 
= Joseph: in other words, the epoch of |the Pyramids is made identical 
with the genuine epoch of the Shepherds, that is to say, of Joseph. This 
is a highly interesting result. It coincides with what the Egyptians told 
Herodotus: that the Pyramids (of Cheops and Chephren) were built by 
the ποιμὴν Φιλιτίων. The truth is, doubtless, that the Pyramids were 
raised by the labour of the Israelites in the time of their oppression : 
but in the national version of the story, the oppressed became the oppress- 
ors; the Israelites, under the name Hyksos, were represented as a race 
of godless shepherds who caused these vast monuments of their tyranny 
to be reared by the labour of the Egyptians. Hence in this chronology 
the times of the Pyramid-builders were thrown back to the very begin- 
ning of the period described as the Shepherd-dynasty. Nay, fanciful as 
it may seem, I have some suspicion that the very name Suphis, Saophis, 
preserved by Manetho and Eratosthenes, is, at bottom, the name Joseph, 
FID. For in the first place, the name Σιφόας, the 35th in Eratosthenes’s 
list, is by him rendered Ἑρμῆς. Next, Manetho says of Suphis, ὅς τὴν 
μεγίστην ἤγειρε πυραμίδα, ἥν φησιν Ἥρσδοτος ὑπὸ Χέοπος γεγονέναι" 
οὗτος δὲ καὶ ὑπερόπτης εἰς θεοὺς ἐγένετο, καὶ τὴν ἱερὰν σννέγραψε 
βίβλον, ἥν ὡς μέγα χρῆμα ἐν Αἰγύπτῳ γενόμενος ἐκτησάμην. [Qui et 
superbus in Deos inventus est usquedum eum (hujuace rei) poenituit, et 
libros sacrarti conscripsit, quos velut magnas opee habebant Aegyptii. Euseb. 
Chron. Armen.| This “sacred book,” whether the words be Manetho 
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or Africanus’s, means, I suppose, the Hermetic books from which Manetho 
pretended to copy. “He copied,” says Euseb. Chr. 6. Syncell. 40. “from 
the inscriptions which were engraven in the sacred dialect and hierographic " 
character upon the columns set up in the Seriadic land, by Thoth the 
Sirst Hermes ; which after the Deluge were translated into the Greek tongue 
in hieroglyphic characters, and deposited in books by the second Hermes son 
of Agathodemon and father of Tat (ὑπὸ τοῦ ᾿Αγαθοδαίμονος ὑιοῦ τοῦ 
Sevrépov Ἕρμοῦ πατρὸς δὲ τοῦ Taz)...or, by Agathodemon son of the 
second Hermes, &c., in the penetralia of the temples of Egypt.” So says 
Manetho in his epistle to Ptolemy Philadelphus, καθὼς ἐκέλευσας παρα- 
φανήσεταί σοι a ἔμαθον ἱερὰ βιβλία γραφέντα ὑπὸ τοῦ προπάτορος 
Τρισμεγίστον Ἑρμοῦ. These then I take to be the ἱερὰ βίβλος of which 
Saphis the Pyramid-builder and ὑπεροπτὴς εἰς Θεοὺς (whatever that may 
mean) was held to be the author. Lastly, observe the way in which 
the characteristic features of the history of Joseph are transferred to the 
Egyptian Hermes in the account preserved by the Chron. Pasch. 44. f. 
and Cedrenus 18. of which the substance is as follows: “ Hermes being 
envied by his seventy brethren, came into Egypt, was had in great reverence 
as ἃ sage and a prophet, was clad in a robe of gold, and because he gave 
them wealth was called Πλοντοδοτής." With this compare the epithet 
applied in the list of Eratosthenes to Saophis I. Σαώφις xapacrys, κατὰ 
δὲ ἐνίους Χρηματιστής. These are the grounds on which I am inclined 
to identify Suphis with Joseph. When the name and memory of Joseph 
became odious in Egypt, because of the dire calamitics which ultimately 
flowed to Egypt from her connexion with his race, this patriarch, once 
held her great benefactor, was set forth in the character of an invading 
tyrant at the head of a horde of godless shepherds (Salatis), and withal 
as the builder of the Great Pyramid (Suphis or Cheope). Accordingly, as 
in the former regard we found Salatis placed by the old accounts at the 
very year which the Scripture gives as the time of Joseph’s arrival in 
Egypt, so in this latter respect we find Suphis in the list of Eratosthenes 
placed at that selfsame year. 

$544. Having now exposed the scheme on which the Old Chronicle was 
framed, having traced step by step the artifices by which Manetho's second 
Book (as reported by Africanus) was constructed out of the same materials, 
and lastly, having detected the salient points of connexion between these and 
the scheme of Eratosthenes, we may proceed to examine the contents of 
Manetho's First Book ( Afr.) 

The Old Chronicle, we have seen, begins with the following items : 


The first of these is manifestly a mythological expression of the Solar Year, 
the Sun and Twelve Months or Signs of the Zodiac: And I suppose that 
the original conception was as follows: 

3G ——2 
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Whence, when the first was expanded into the enormous period of 33,964 
years, for the purpose which was before described, § 536, the original unit 
was added to the second term making it 217 years. The number 9 ap- 
plied to the demi-gods had reference to the period of 9 x 216 next following 
(Menes to Alexander), § 535. Hence Manetho chose to interpret this item 
as meaning nine such periods of 216 or 217 years. To these he added the 
numeral of the solar (or lunar) year; thus, 


Sun and Twelve Gods............... 365 or 355 
Nine Demi-gods ......... 9x 216; 1944 or 9x217; 1953 
2309 2308 


Such I take to be ‘the genesis of the period contained in Manetho’s First 
Book, which numbers 2308 years: ὁμοῦ βασιλεῖς pi ἔτη βτηΐ ἡμέραι ὁ. 
Syncell. p. 59. The whole of this is still assigned to the human period, 
being made to begin with Menes'. And now observe the result. From Menes 
to Sesostris he gets the period of 


2308” (first book) 

1080 = =Dyn. xii.—xv. 
669 Dyn. xvi.—xvii. 
262 Dyn. xviii. 


4320 


or precisely twenty times 216 years. .That ts to say, whereas in the original 
scheme, as it appears in Eratosthenes and is elicited from the Old Chronicle, 
the interval from Menes to Sesostris was 4 x 216, § 534, Manetho (Afr.) has 
just quintupled the period. It follows, that from Menes to Alexander this 
scheme makes a period of 25 x 216; te. a cycle of 216 years multiplied by 
-a cycle of Apis or 25 years. 

§ 545. Now since this scheme expands a period of 15 kings = 443 years 
‘into one of 15 dynasties = 3390 years, what is to be thought of the names 
of dynasties and kings with which it fills up this enormous tract of time 2 
Some are, doubtless, purely fictitious; but others are manifestly derived 
from the historical lists. And indeed it seems to me that the period from 
Salatis to the Exode and expulsion of the Shepherds, or later, may be traced. 
more than once in this list. Thus Sesostris the Great is placed early in the 
12th dynasty, and the Pyramid-builders Suphis I. and IJ., and Mencheres, 
who belong in truth to the times of the 18th dynasty, but were thrown 


1 This period of 2308 years is implied | years before Alexander). For in this 
in the account given by Dicearchus (ap. | account Nilus is placed 436 years before 
Schol. in Apoll. Rhod. iv. 272,) as the | Ol. i. ἑ. 6. in 1212 .c., and Sesostris pre- 
interval between the mythical Sesostris | cedes Nilus 2500 years: which makes 
(successor of Horus) and the true Se- | the epoch of Sesostris 3712 B.c. Now 
sostris (placed at 1404 8. 6. ἐ.6. 5x 216 | 3712— 1404 -- 2308. 
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back, as above explained, to the epoch of Salatis, are here carried back to 
the 4th. 

§ 546. Now in the first place it can hardly be accidental that the three 
dynasties of Memphite kings, iii, iv, and vi, making 23 kings with a period 
of 691 years, so nearly tally in number and duration with the first 22 Theban 
kings of Eratosthenes, reigning 676 years. Both lists end with a triplet 
of reigns which are manifestly identical : 


Manetho vi. Eratosthenee. 
Phiops ............ 100 Apappus Megistus... ..... 100 
Mente-Suphis... 1 Eechescosocaras .......-+++00 1 
Nitocris............ 12 NUtocris........ccceeeeseceeoees 6 


Now Nitocris, in Eratosthenes, reigns about the time of the Exode, § 542. 
Apappus and Phiops are manifestly the same name, and identical, as I think, 
with Apophis that ‘shepherd-king’ whom we have already referred to his 
true place at the head of the 18th dynasty, § 521. And, lastly, the 101 years 
of him and his successor remind one of the period of 102 years at the begin- 
ning of that dynasty. Here then we seem to have a fixed point: Manetho's 
6th dynasty ends at or about the close of the period of 259 years which 
he assigns to the ‘ Shepherds’—But in his 4th dynasty is another triplet 


which he has in common with Eratosthenes: . 
Manetho iv Eratosthenes 
Suphis I. ......... 63 Saophis IJ........0+0. 29 
Suphis II........... 66 Saophis 1]. ..........27 
ἹῬΜοΠΟΒΟΧΙΟΒ...... 9... 63 Moscheres.........00.31 


which seem, as I before said, ὃ 543, to have’ been thrown back from 
their proper place at the head of the 18th dynasty to the epoch of Salatis. 
Their time, then, is identical with that of Phiops, Mente-suphis, and Nito- 
cris ; which inference is confirmed by this parallelism of names and num- 
bers, viz. 


Suphis I.........-+... 63 Othoes..........0... ... 90 
Suphie IT............ 66 Phios ........00.-04+8 53 
Mencheres.......... 63 Methu-suphis........ 7 
192 Phiops .......--ccceee 100 

Mente-suphis ....... 1 

191 


It seems also that the number 192 can be accounted for. The original 
period was 102 years: this appears under two forms, 


Othoes ...........204 30 

Phios.............0000 53 (Eratosth.) 

Methu-suphie ...... 7 ~~ Phiops........... 100 = Apappus.............. 100 

Nitocris ......0...-00 12 Mente-suphis.. 1 = Echescosocaras...... 1 
102 101 101 


The sixth dynasty is formed by adding these two together, and the sum 
203, or say 2x 102, minus the 12 years of Nitocris, gave 192 years for the 
parallel triplet Suphis I. and II. and Mencheres (who, in Eratosthenes, have 
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but 87 years among them). The elements, then, out of which this part 
of the list was fabricated, seem to be the following: 


Suphis I. = Cheops Othoes Phiops } 

Suphis II.=Chephren — Phios = Apappus { APophis) 1667 5.6. 
Mencheres = Mycerinus Methu-suphis Mente-suphis \ 1888. 
Nitocris Nitocris = Echescosocaras 


which period of 102 years was in this way expanded into 395 years. But 
the three Memphite dynasties were to number 691 years in all: of the remain- 
ing 296, which with the 395 complete this sum, the scheme assigns 214 to 
nine kings, 3rd dynasty, and throws the other 82 into the 4th dynasty. The 
names are probably fictitious. Betwen the 4th and 6th of these Mem- 
phite dynasties the scheme interposes one of nine Elephantine kings, 
amounting to 248 years. It is remarkable that the scheme described by 
Eusebius omits this. It was inserted here, I suppose, for the purpose of 
throwing the epoch of the Pyramid-builders still further back. On the 
names, I have nothing to remark. 

§ 547. The first and second dynasties, of Thinite Kings, contain some 
. interesting matter. Thus, of Venephes or Vavenephis, it is noted that 
his reign was rendered memorable by a great famine, and that he built 
the pyramids at Cochome or Chovone (a place otherwise unknown). Of 
Semempses, or Mempses, that a great pestilence or destruction came upon 
Egypt. Of Boethus, or Bochus, that a great chasm opened at Bubastus, 
wherein many perished. Of his successor,'Katechos, or Cechoua, that the Apis 
and Mnevis and Mendesian Ram were deified in his reign. Of Binothris, or 
Biophis, that in his time it was decreed that women might reign. The last 
two notices are especially interesting. We know that the apotheosis of Apis, 
&c. was by other accounts assigned to the reign of Asseth the last Shepherd, 
or of Mycerinus, and at the time of these kings we have already discovered 
the queen Nitocris and queen Amersis (in the 18th dynasty). Moreover, 
last but one in the second dynasty stands a king Sesochris, with this notice, 
ὃς ὕψος εἶχε πηχῶν €, πλάτος 7. By comparison of which with the 
notice appended to the name Sesosfris in the 12th dynasty, quem 4 cubitorum, 
palnarum 3, digitorum 2 (procerum) fuisse dicunt, I am led to surmise that 
Sesochris is in truth no other than Sesostris. Observe also that the length 
of reign is the same, 48 years in both instances. Assume the identity, 
and observe what results from placing this Sesochris at 1403 s.c., his date 
in the Old Chronicle and Eratosthenes. 


Years. B. C 
8 Sesochris = Sesostris ............... 48 1408 _ 
7 Nepher-cheres ..............ccessseres 25 1428 
G Cheres ........cccccescsvececceccceseess 17 1445 
δ Sethemes.................ccccccscscerenes 41 1486 
4 ΤΙΔ5.......ἀ(ονοννονννν κου σονοσ νον ccseescces 17 1503 
3 Binothris ..... eceessesescescecseteceers 47 1550 
2 Keewechos...........c.ccccccssscccseccsces 39 1589 
1 Boethus ..........cccccscescsessccerceees 38 1627 
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That is, the great chasm at Bubastus, and the apotheosis of Apis, are thus 
brought just to the time of the Exode-Compare with this what results 
from placing Sesostris (12th dynasty) at the same year, and taking only 
the kings which are actually named (except the 11th dynasty). 


Yours, 8B.C. 
xii, 3 Sesostris.........48 1408 
2 Ammenemes...38 1447 
1 Sesonchosis ....46 1487 
xi. Ammenemes...16 1503 
16 Diospolites ....43 1546 

ix. Achthoes qu? δεινότατος τῶν πρὸ αὐτοῦ, K.T.A. 
vi Nitocris ........ 12 1558 
Phiops ........-101 1669 


Where the place of Nitocris almost exactly agrees with that of Binothris 
in the other list, and Phiops comes to the place of Apophis the shepherd, as 
he ought. 

Hence I have little hesitation in saying, that the 2d dynasty, and the 
6th to the 12th, are merely anticipations of the 18th and 19th down to 
Sesostria. 

§ 548. In the first dynasty, it is remarkable that the interval between 
Venephes (the “famine” and “building of the pyramids”) and Semempses 
or Mempees (the φθορὰ μεγίστη) is 87 years, just the length of time which 
Eratosthenes gives to the Pyramid-builders, Seophis J. and IT. and Moacheres, 
and to the end of the dynasty 109 years. Hence I suspect that these five 
last reigns are in fact derived from the first century of the 18th dynasty, 
1667-1565 B.co. Is Mempses the Mephres or Memphres of the 18th dynasty, 
and Usaphais a slight disguise of Saophis or Suphis? Lastly: since from 
Joseph 1823 to the Exode 1586 is 237 years, is it mere accident that from 
Menes to this Mempses and the φθορὰ μεγίστη is just 150 + 87 = 2571} 

§ 549. It seems then that the historical substance of this First Book 
is in truth the period of about 700 years, which the oldest accounts reck- 
oned from Menes to the king under whom Egypt began to revive after 
the desolating calamities of the Exode. This term of years, which, in 
Eratosthenes, occupies 23 reigns, 698 years, is here fashioned into 24 reigns, 
707 years, Viz. 

3 dynasties iii, Okings 2147 


of iv. 8 ..... 974 
Memphites vi. 6 ...... 203 
Ammanemes (xi.) 1 ...... 16 


24 kings, 707 years. 
But as it was purposed to assign a period of 2308 years in all, there 
remained a surplus of about 1600 years, which was provided for by fabri- 
cating three other dynasties, i, ii, v, with names, occuping about 800 years, 
and others without names for the other half; viz. 
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07. 704. 803 
146 798 
409 = 6559 707 
228 1. 243 2308 
783 798 


§ 550. The time of the gods and demigods is given as follows: © 


1. “Hephestus, Helios, Agathodemon, Cronos, Osiris, Typhon, 
Orus: length of time not assigned. 


“3D Om 9 bd 
δ 
: 
Ἔ 
τῇ 
Η 


-@seoeseesaenegg’ 


Coecoeseoesseeteone 


13,900 


“Sum 11,0007” 


1,790 
350 \ (really 11,025] 


Sum...... 


Now to these add from the first Book 2,308 


27,208 [27,259]; 


that is to say, very nearly 126 x 216 (= 27,216), or 14x 9x 216, 


Now as the 2308 years of Book m. were got by making the time of the 
9 demigods a period of 9x 216 plus the numeral of the solar year, i.e. of 
the sun and 12 gods, so the above scheme may possibly have been con- 
structed by taking the period of 9x 216 as a unit, thus:— 


Sun 9 x 216 
and 12 gods 129x216 | = 14x9%216 
9 demigods 9 x 216 
Or thus: 
. 1944 = 9x 216, Nine demigods. 
First Book { noe | 
= 9x 216. Sun 
1579 and 
Gods, &c. { + 23,328 = 12x9x216) Twelve Gods. 


Another and a very different account of this period is given by Syn- . 
cellus; but as the genuine numbers have not been preserved, and the 
list is mutilated besides, it is not worth while to speculate on its con- 


struction?. 


1 The lists of Herodotus and Diodorus 
have not been left unexamined by me; 
but I will not trouble the Reader with 
the results, in detail; the following coin- 
cidences, however, are too curious to be 
omitted. 


Part of the list of Diodorus is given 
thus: “ὁ Amasis, a tyrant, conquered 
by Actisanes an Ethiopian: Mendes or 
Marrhus, who constructed the Laby- 
rinth as a tomb for himself: Anarchy, 
Jive generations: Keina or Ketes, who 
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A few Remarks on the Monuments. 


ᾧ 551. It will have been remarked that in these disquisitions I have 
appealed but sparingly to the Egyptian monuments and the labours 
of hieroglyphical scholars. My acquaintance with these researches is 
so very limited and uncritical, that I cannot venture to rest any of my 
positions upon this kind of information. Neither may I take upon me to 
offer any opinion as to the value of the results—often, it seems, very con- 
flicting—of the labours of Champollion and Roeellini, Bankes and Salt, 
Wilkinson and Lepsius. I shall therefore content myself with a few 
extracts which have a direct bearing upon the matter of the preceding 
enquiry. 


1. Epoch of Sesosiris, or Rameses the Great. 


§ 552. “On the ceiling of the Memnonium at Thebes erected by 
Rameses the Great is an astronomical subject, where the heliacal rising of 
Sothis (= Sirius) is found to coincide with the beginning of Thoth, which 
could happen only in the year 1322 s.c.” Wilkinson, Antig. of Egypt, i. 
137. This agrees very well with the time of Mceris, the predecessor of 
Sesostris, reported by Herodotus ii. 13, viz. “not quite 900 years before 
Herodotus's visit to Egypt.” Suppose the date of the visit to be about 
440 Β.0., which cannot be far from the truth, then 900 years lead to 1340 


is Proteus: Remphis: Seven kings, one 
of whom is Nileus.”” Now the date as- 
signed (by Dicwarchus ap. Schol. in 
Apoli. Rh. iv. 272) to Nileuris 1212 5.6. 
Seven generations, or about 200 years, 
ascend to 1412 p.c., as the date of Rhem- 
phis, who is therefore the Rameses of 
the other lists, é.¢. in truth Sesostris, so 
that the date agrees with that of the Old 
Chronicle and Eratosthenes. Five or six 
generations more, about 150 years, lead 
to 1560 as the date of Mendes, whose 
@ame connects him with the Mendesian 
Ram deified along with Apis in the reign 
of Asseth the last Shepherd king, see 
§ 547, and infra § 563 ff. Hence it seems 
likely that the story of Actisanes the 
Ethiopian driving out Amasis relates 
in a confused way to the ‘expulsion of 
the Shepherds’ by the king who returned 
from Ethiopia. Now observe what is 
told of this Actisanes ;—that he gathered 
together all the robbers (λῃσταί) and 
drove them to the desert on the confines 


of Egypt and Syria: where, being left 
to themselves in a barren land and desti- 
tute of all provisions, they nevertheless 
contrived to find a subsistence. For they 
made nets of rushes, which they stretched 
along the shore, many stadia in length, 
and so caughi quails, which Ay in large 
frocks from the sea: of these they took a 
multitude sufficient for their subsistence. 
The portion of the list, next after 
Nileus, begins with the triplet of the 
Pyramid-builders, and therefore is in fact 
not continuous with the former portion, 
but parallel with it, which Diodorus 
did not understand. Their names are 
Chembres, Chephren, and Mycerinus 
or Cherinus. Then Tnephachthus, then 
Bocchoris the Wise, his son. Now in 
the story of Lysimachus § 524, it is Boc- 
choris who expels the lepers, and here 
we find him third from Mycerinus (the 
king of the Exode), just as in Manetho 
the king who expels the Shepherds is 
third from the Pharaoh of the Exode. 
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p.o. Hence it seems likely that in the view of Herodotus’s informants 
the epoch of the Sothiac cycle coincided with that of Sesostris, or at all 
events lay in his reign. The same may be inferred from the well-known 
passage of Tacitus Ann. vi. 28, about the Phenix: de numero annorum 
varia traduntur ; maazime culgatum quingentorum spatium ; sunt qui asee- 
verent mille quadrigentos sexaginta unum (1461) éinterjici, prioreeque alites 
Sesostride primum, post Amaside dominantibus, dein Ptolemeo qui ex Mace- 
donibus tertius regnavit. The reckoning is confosed; but it implies plainly 
enough that the Sothiac cycle was held to begin in the reign of Sescstris. 
And I should suppose that prior to the formation of the Old Chronicle, 
i.e. before the Ptolemies, the Canon of Kings placed the epoch of the 
18th dynasty at a year equivalent to B.c. 1667, and the epoch of the 19th 
and of Sesostris at 1322 s.c., 345 years later. From this more ancient 
form of the Canon, 8. Clement of Alexandria would derive his statements, 
where, as we have seen, he places the Exode and epoch of the 18th dynasty 
345 years before the lapse of the Sothiac cycle (which 345 years it is hardly 
possible not to identify with the 348 years of the 18th dynasty assigned by 
the Old Chron.), and withal by a reckoning independent of this, (§ 515) 
makes the epoch of the 18th dynasty = 1667 s.c. The Canon being in this 
state, the framers of the Old Chronicle began to adjust it to a pre-conceived 
period of 10x 216 years, beginning at Menes, ending at Alexander, and 
exactly bisected at Sesostris. The consequence, which either was not per- 
ceived or was disregarded, was, that the epoch of Sesostris became de- 
tached from that of the cycle, and was thrown upwards 82 years to 1404 
B.C., and by consequence the epoch of the 18th dynasty was displaced to the 
same extent. Then came Manetho, or whoever else was the framer of the 
scheme which we find in Africanus, and expanded the 10x 216 years of the 
Old Chronicle into 26 x 216, so distributed that 20 x 216 reach from Menes 
to Sethos = Sesostris 1404 Β. 0. and 5x 216 from thence to Alexander. Yet 
this scheme retains the ancient epoch of the 18th dynasty, and consequently 
reduces its length 82 years, from 345 to 263. But then, whereas the 
Old Chronicle reckons 6x 216 from the demigods to Sesostris 1404, 
Manetho makes the same period reach from Salatis to the close of the 
cycle 1322 p.c. Hence it seems to follow that he contemplated the year 
1322 B.c. as the epoch of Sesostris, though he was not able to make it 
square with the partition of his scheme as a whole. 


2. The Genealogical Table of Abydos. 


§ 553. Of all the ancient monuments, that which seems likely to cast 
moet light on the ancient history or tradition of the regal succession, is 
the Table which bears this name. “This interesting monument was dis- 
covered in 1818 by Mr. Bankes....It is composed of three rows of royal 
names, each row containing 26, and the two upper rows arranged in the 
immediate order of succession, to perform a propitiatory act in favour of 
Ramses IIT., whose name and prenomen repeated occupy the whole of 
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the last row....With the 41st scroll commences the series of kings belong- 
ing to the 18th dynasty....This monument has suffered severe injury from 
time. In the first or uppermost compartment 12 scrolls have been entirely 
and 2 partially effaced: in the second, 8 have been totally obliterated : 
and in the third, 3 have been destroyed, 4 rendered illegible, and one par- 
tially injured.” Enc. Brit. Vol. x1. p. 354. In the third row, it seems, the 
name and prenomen of Amun-mai-Ramses are repeated each thirteen times. 
Whether the Table has yet been fairly deciphered I am unable to say’; 
the following however is Mr. Wilkinson's list which seems to be derived 
from this monument :— 
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Ames. Maut-m-Shoi (regency ). 
Amunoph I. Amunoph III. 

Amense, his sister Amun-men. 

Thothmes I. Remesse, or Remeses I. 
stececersceeeee II, Osirei I. 

seneconsccesees III. Amun-mai Remeses II. 
Amunoph II -- 
Thothmes IV Phthah-men Thmeioftep. 


3. The Servitude of the Israelites tz Egypt. 


§ 554. In Rosellini’s great work, m. ii. p. 254-270, and the Atlas, 
Monumenti Civili, No. 49, is a description and representation of a sepul- 
chral painting in Thebes, which he supposes to relate to the labours of the 
Israelites in the making of bricks. Not having access to these volumes, I 
must content myself with giving the substance of Rosellinis remarks as 
I find it reported by Hengstenberg, Moses und Aegypten, p.79. “Of the 
workmen some are employed in transporting the clay in vessels, others 
working it with tools, others drawing the bricks out of the moulds and 
spreading them in rows, while others again are carrying the burnt or dried 
bricks on a piece of wood attached to their shoulders. The difference of these 
persons from the Egyptians is manifest at a glance; complexion, physiog- 
nomy, beard, are Hebrew traits not to be mistaken....Among the Hebrews 
are four Egyptians well distinguished from them by bearing, figure and 
complexion. Two of them carry the stick in their hands, the one sitting, the 


1 In a recent work on Egyptian An. 
tiguities, published by the “ Religious 
Tract Society,’’ it is affirmed that the 
Table of Abydos when complete exhi- 
bited the names of seventy-seven prede- 
cessors of Sesostris. In the same work 
is mentioned a similar series extant in 
the palace of Karnak, in which “ Thoth- 
mosis III. or Maris, does hamage to the 


whole line of his predecessors arrayed in 
three rows. The number is fifty-eight 
(down to this king, who is the fifth of 
16th dynasty, which makes Sesostris 
sigty-sizth).”” Hence this writer sup- 
poses that the Series of Abydos began 
with the three Gods and eight Demi- 
gods ; which eleven added to the sixty-five 
would make Sesostris seventy-seventh. 
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other standing, in act to strike two other Egyptians who are employed in 

the same drudgery with the Israelites, the one having a vessel full of 

clay on his shoulders, while the other is returning from transporting the | 
bricks, and bringing the empty vessel for a fresh load. The sepulchre be- | 
longs to a high official of the king, by name Roschsceré and is of the age of | 
Thutmes IV. fifth king of the 18th dynasty.” Wilkinson, m. 98, does not 

admit that the Israelites are the persons here represented, while he allows 

that this monument affords a striking illustration of the description given 

in Exodus. If the name has been truly deciphered, and if this Thutmes IV. 

be really the fifth king of the dynasty, the coincidence is truly striking : 

for the fifth king, called Miphres in Manetho, began to reign at the very 

year of the Exode 1586 5.0. 


4. The Pyramtd-Builders. 


§ 555. I learn from Hengstenberg, Moses u. Aegypten, p. 252, that 
Rosellini considers himself to have identified the name Suphis=Cheops in 
a sepulchral inscription near the pyramids, which he renders, Suren Oves 
Scruro = “il re puro, o propheta, Sciufo,” p. 126. ff. comp. ii. 1. p. 36. iii. 1. 
Ῥ. 2. ff. In the sepulchres of Dijizeh, he thinks he has found the name 
Senecrur, the Sensaophis or Saophis II. of Eratosthenes, which, according to 
Rosellini, means “brother of Suphis.” The same name (Suphis), written 
Kourou, is said to have been since found on the stones of the great Pyramid 
at Memphis, comp. Lepsius, Eclaircissemens sur le Cercueil du roi Myce- 
rinus, traduits de [ Anglais par Lenormant, Paris 1839, p. 44. ff. It is also 
thought that the name MENKARE, the Mycerinus of Herodot., Mencheres 
of Manetho, Moscheres of Eratosthenes, appears on the sarcophagus in the 
third Pyramid of Memphis, Lenormant, w. 8. p. 11. ff. I regret that my 
limited opportunities of access to books will not allow me to offer a critical 
opinion on the value of these statements. The name Kovrou may be 
compared with Chous (Manetho ii. 1.) O-chthov-is (ix). 


On the Connexion of the Egyptian Mythus of Osiris and Typkon 
with the History of Joseph and the Exode. 


§ 556. Many significant circumstances lead me to think that the ca- 
lamities which came on Egypt through the Israelites, are the true original 
subject of commemoration in one, and that the most prominent portion of 
Egyptian religious mythology. It is inconceivable that those calamities 
should have left no impress at all on the national mythology, and on the 
following grounds I think that impress may be traced here. 

In the first place, we have the religious mythus of Typhon, in which, 
by various significant hints, Typhon is set forth as somehow connected 
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with the Jews, by name. In the next place, we have sundry historical 
mythi relating to the Israelites, which are curiously mixed up with 
matters relating to Typhon, Isis, Osiris, and Horus. 

§ 557. Take the mythus of Typhon as it is related by Plutarch, de Iside 
et Osiride. “Osiris, born king of the Earth, civilized the people with 
music and song. Typhon conspired against him in his absence, aided by 
Aso an Ethiopian queen and seventy-two chosen men: he prepared a chest 
into which he induced Osiris to enter, closed it with lead, and sent it down 
to the sea by the Tanite mouth of the Nile. Hence this mouth of the 
Nile is so detested by the Egyptians, that they abominate its very name. 
This happened on the 17th of Athyr when the Sun passes through Scorpio, 
in the 28th year of Osiris, some say of his life, some of his reign. Isis after 
long wandering found the chest. While she stood gazing upon the re- 
mains of her husband, a boy approached from behind to spy upon the object 
of her contemplation; she turned round, and the boy perished at her look. 
His name, say some, was Palestinus, or Pelusius, whence Pelusium. She 
hid the chest, but Typhon hunting a sow at the full of the moon, dis- 
covered it, dismembered the body into fourteen parts, and scattered them 
asunder: of these Isis recovered thirteen...After a while, Orus, son of Isis 
and Osiris, made war upon Typhon and overcame him: Isis, however, set 
him at liberty. Then he fled upon an ass seven days journey to Palestine, 
and there begat sons, Judeus and Hierosolymus.” 

The latter part of the story Warburton pronounces to be “a ridiculous 
fable told of Typhon in hatred and contempt of the Jews,” Div. Leg. ii. 
190. That remains to be proved, and hard it will be to prove that the 
ridiculous fable was of modern growth. What Egyptian was likely to 
invent it at a time when it was a main object of national malice to 
make it appear that the Jews were originally a race of native lepers, cast 
out of the land many centuries later than the time assigned to Typhon? 
For that the expulsion of the Jews was at one time assigned to the era 
of Typhon, Osiris and Isis, may be gathered from the remarkable state- 
ment of Tacitus above quoted, Quidam REGNANTE IstDE erundantem per 
ZEgyptum multitudinem ducibus Hrerosotymo Et Jupa proximas in terras 
exoneratam. Hist. v. 32. 

§ 558. Come now to the historical mythus concerning the Shepherds. 
Here, in the first place, the city of the Shepherds, Avapic, is said in con- 
nexion with a story about the Gods to be Typhonian. Look at the names 
of the Shepherd kings. As-seth, the name of him who stands last at the 
very close of the 259 years, reminds one of SHO, the principal name of 
Typhon (Plutarch, u. 4. ὃ 41): Beon, of Bebon or Bebmron, another name 


1 To the Greeks this fable came under | keeping with the Egyptian mythi both 
the form of the mythus concerning Ty- | of Typhon and of the Hyksos: it is 
phoéus or Typhon and the Wars of the | in Aram,i. ὁ. Syria, that Typhon’s body 
Gods. Even here, the locality assigned | lies: εἰν Ἀριμοῖς ὅθι φασὶ Tuddeos 
to the vanquished Typhon is in strict ἔμμεναι εὗνας. 
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of the monster (ib. ὃ 49, 62): Apophis, of “Awow:c that “ brother of the sun 
who warred against, Zeus, who sent Osiris to subdue him,” ib. § 36. But 
the first of the names, Salatis, manifestly denotes Joseph. I suspect, too, 
that Apachnan is derived from Joseph’s Egyptian name, Tsaphnath-Pa- 
anehh, MY. Nay, what if the very name Typhon be derived from the 
other part of Joseph’s name, Tsaphn-ath, JWS¥? Possibly his name 
Peteseph in Cheremon may be referred to the same origin, Pe-teeph (pe, the 
Egyptian article) or Pete-seph, (pet, or pete, “belonging to,” as Pet-ammon 
--᾿ Ἀμμώνιος.) That Tsaphnath, Typhon, are possibly connected, is my own 
surmise ; but we have high authority for identifying the name of Typhon with 
the name, in the Hebrew narrative, of the scene of the overthrow in the 
Red sea, “beside Pi-hahiroth, before Baal-Zephon,” SY IYI locus Ty- 
phonis, 8. Typhoni sacer. Gesen. in v. who adds: Nomen situéi hujus urbis 
in locis incultis Nilum inter et mare rubrum, que Typhonis 8. Cacodemonis 
ZEgyptiorum sedes putabantur, egregie congruit. Vid. Creuzer in Comment. 
Herod, 1. ὃ 22. Symbolik. i 317. sq. I should rather say that the name 
Tsaphon, Typhon, came into the mythus from the circumstance that it 
was the name of the scene of the catastrophe which was mythically attri- 
bated to Typhon, to whom the sea therefore belongs (Plut. de Is. ef. 
Os.). 
§ 559. Led by these hints, let us suppose that the hated Typhon is 
the mythological impersonation of Israel, é.¢. of Joseph and his brethren, 
Salatis and the Hyksos, and then see whether we have here the key to the 
historical meaning of the mythus above related. The 72 chosen comrades 
of Typhon, are they not the 70 brethren whom Joseph brought into Egypt? 
In the eulogistic tradition concerning Joseph, in which he is set forth as 
Hermes, we discern the same feature of the story: ὃ 543.—The dead 
body of Osiris is sent down to the sea by the Tanite (Zoan) mouth of the 
Nile—it was “in the field of Zoan” that God’s judgments were executed 
before the overthrow of the host of Egypt in the Red sea. The “ Shep- 
herds” were Tanite kings, Tavira: βασιλεῖς, Syncell. p. 108. D.—Typhon’s 
flight of seven days, and upon an ass, has an evident reference to the Jewish 
sabbath, and to that favourite calumny (Egyptian in its origin) concerning 
the object of Jewish worship. Joseph. c. Apion. ii 10. Plutarch. Sympos. 
iv. 5. Tacit. Hist. v.2. In fact, this animal is the well-known symbol of 
Typhon; and thus considered, the meaning of the calumny seems to be 
that Typhon was the God of the Jews.—Further, in the religious mythus. 
Typhon is conquered by Horus son of the deceased Osiris, yet he is suffered 
to escape, and does escape into Syria, where he begets Hierosolymus and 
Judeus. In the historical fable, the Hyksos are overcome by the son of the 
deceased Amenophis, yet are they suffered to escape, and in Syria they 
found Jerusalem.—Then, too, the catalogues give the very names, Osiris and 
Horus, just at the fitting place. For User-Cheres (surely Osiris-Cheres) 
stands next to Mencheres or Mycerinus (Manetho iv. v.), with whom per- 
haps he is identical: with this further coincidence, that Usercheres reigns 
28 years, and of Osiris it is said that he was slain in the 28th year, some 
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say of his life, some of his reign. (Usercheres is followed by Sephres 
13 years, as Amersis, Amensis, or Amenophis, is by Misaphres 13 years)’. 
Again, the xviiith dynasty furnishes the name Horus, its 9th king, and in 
the reckoning of the Old Chronicle, the year of the expulsion of the Shep- 
herds falls within his reign. Horus, then, I take to be the impersona- 
tion of Egypt's recovery from the calamities of the Efode*. Accordingly, 
in the mythus related by Diodorus i p. 22, we read that Horus was 
alain in the revolt of the Titans (Typhon), that his dead body was found 
by Isis floating on the water, and by her restored to life: εὑρεῖν δὲ αὐτὴν 
καὶ ro τῆς ἀθανασίας φάρμακον, δι’ οὗ τὸν vow "Qpov ὑπὸ τῶν Τιτάνων 
ἐπιβουλήθεντα καὶ NEKPON εὐρέθεντα KA@’ ὙΔΑΤῸΣ μὴ μόνον ἀναστῆσαι 
δοῦσαν τὴν ψύχην ἀλλὰ καὶ τῆς ἀθανασίας ποιῆσαι μεταλαβεῖν. 

§ 560. But Horus is further identified with the times of the Exode by 
Manetho's story of Amenophis wanting “to see the gods, as Horus, one 
of his predecessors, had done,” § 520. Herodotus ii. 42, tells the story 
how Hercules (i.e. Horus)® insisted upon seeing Zeus (Ammon), who 
refused; but when the other persisted, the god appeared to him con- 
cealed in the skin of a ram which he flayed for that purpose: hence, he 
says, Ammon is figured ram-faced with horns‘ and the Egyptians abstain 
from sacrificing sheep. May not this abstinence from sheep, along with 
the prohibition of woollen to the votaries of Isis, be referred to the 
abhorrence of the Israelite Shepherds?—Again: in the list of Eratos- 
thenes, at its 719th year (=1548 8. 0.}, therefore nearly coincident with 
the time of Horus, we find “Semphrucrates, which is Hercuks Harpo- 
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Sun: “the Egyptians suppose that Her- 
cules is seated in the sun and moves 


1 In the work on Egyptian Antiqui- 
ties referred to in p. 603 nofe, it is said, 


p. 187, that the name SHEPHRE, as that 
of the founder of the second pyramid, has 
been deciphered in a tomb adjacent; as 
that of Cheops, Soiufo, Shoufo, Koufou, 
has been found in a sepulchre adjoining 
the great pyramid. 

* Dr. Pritchard endeavours to shew, 
that Osiris, Typhon, and Horus, form the 
Egyptian Triad of the generative, de- 
structive, and restoring powers of nature, 
Anal. of Eg. Mythol. p.84. This may 
be true of a later age, when the materials 
of the national ritual were formed into 
theological and philosophical systems ; 
but the basis of the ritual was historical. 

8 The Greeks, indeed, identify Horus 
with Apollo, (Herod.), viz. as Apollo is 
the sun, for Horus is clearly a solar God. 
But the Egyptian Hercules is also the 


round the world with him.” (Plut. de 
Is. et Os.) ‘* The Egyptian ritual signi. 
fies...that Hercules is the Sun that exists 
in all and through all."” (Macrob.) Ac- 
cording to Plutarch, c. 67, the books of 
Hermes aacribe to Horus the guidance 
of the sun’s movements. See Montfau- 
con, Anéig. Expl. t. ii. p. 2. pl. 119, where 
Horus is figured with the sun on his 
head. 

4 Probably the Zeus or Ammon in 
this story means Osiris, who, it is well 
known, is frequently figured with the 
horns of Ammon (6. g. in the Temple 
at Carnak, Hamilton Zgypiiaca p. 122). 
This story then would be another version 
of what is related concerning Osiris re. 
tuming from the shades and appearing 
to his son Horus (Plut.) 
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crates'.” Now Harpocrates is son of Osiris and Isis, and probably the 
same with Horus*. He is usually imaged with his forefinger upon his 
lips as enjoining silence, as may be seen in Montfaucon Antig. Expl. 
t. 1. part ii. p. 300 ff. What is meant by this gesture? If we may 
believe Varro as reported by S. Augustin de Civ. D. xviii. 5, it means 
that no man must dare to divulge the fact communicated in the mysteries, 
that Osiris (Serapis) and Isis were mortals: constitutum esse ut quisquis 
eum hominem dixisset fuisse, capitalem penderet penam. Cum autem in quibus 
templis Isis et Serapis colebantur aliud esset simulacrum quod digitum ori 
admoveret ut silentium commendaret, existimabat Varro illo significari tacen- 
dum esse neque dicendum illos fuisse homines, Montfaucon, u.s. A very 
significant emblem, when viewed in connexion with the present hypothesis. 
ὁ 561. It is remarkable that the account given of Horus in the Rosetta 
Inscription exhibits him as a human king, the conqueror of an impious race 
which infested Egypt®. Παραγινομενος δὲ και εἰς Λυκωνπολιν τὴν ev TH 
Βονυσιριτῇῃ ἡ nv κατειλημμενή και ὠχνρωμενὴ προς πολιορκιαν ὅπλων TE 
παραθεσει δαψιλεστερᾳ και τῇ αλλῃ χορηγιᾳᾷ πασῇ ὡς av εκ πολλον 
Ypovov συνεστέκνιας τῆς ἀλλοτριότητος τοις επισυναχθεισιν εἰς αντην. 
ασεβεσιν οἱ ἡσαν εἰς τε TA ἱερα και Tovs ἐν Αἰγυπτῳ κατοικουντας πολλα- 
Kaka συντετελεσμενοι και αντικαθισας χώμασιν τε ka: τάφροις και τειχε- 
σιν avrny αξιολογοις περιελαβεν.. .. . . . (1. 26) ἐν ολιγῷ χρονῳ τὴν τε 
πολιν κατὰ κρατος εἷλεν Kat Tous ev αὐτῇ ασεβεις παντας διεφθειρεν 
καθαπερ —ns και Ὧρος ὁ τῆς Toros και Οσιριος vios εχειρωσατο 
σους Ev τοις AUTO’ TOTO AROCTAVTaAS προτέρον τους αφηγη- 
σαμένονς τῶν αἸοσταντῶν EFt TOV ἕαντον πατρος και τὴν χώραν 
€—avTas και Ta ίερα ἀδικήσαντας παραγινομενος εἰς Μεμῴιν ἐπαμυνων 
τῳ πατρι και τῇ ἕαντον βασιλειᾳ παντας εκολασεν καθηκοντως. “ Pto- 
lemy having come to Lycopolis in the Busirite nome which had been occu- 
pied, and fortified against siege by storing up of arms in abundance and all 
other munitions, seeing that of a long time there was settled there an alien 
and hostile disposition in the impious persons who were gathered therein, 
who had perpetrated great evils against the temples and the dwellers in 
Egypt, he (Ptolemy) beset it with large embankments, trenches and 
walls,...and in brief time took the city, and destroyed all the impious therein 
in like manner as —cs and Horus son of Isis and Osiria subdued them 
who aforetime in the same parts had revolted: them who had been leaders 
of the rebellion in the time of his own father, and had——ed the 


1 Jablonsky reads Σεμφουκράτης, and | lysis of Egypt. Mythology, p.87. ᾿ 
explains it as a compound of Sem = Her- 3 “ It would appear that Harpocrates 
cules, and Phucrates = Phoch-rat, Clau- | was but faintly distinguished from Horus, 
dicans pede. Dr. Prichard conceives the | of whom he seems to have been a par- 
prefix Har in Har-pocrates to be only | ticular form.” Pritchard, u. s. p. 89. 
another form of the name Horus. Ana- 8 Hamilton, Aigyptiaca, p. 432. 
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country and wronged the temples, he, on his arrival at Memphis, punished 
as was meet &c.” The description of the persons subdued by the 
Horus here spoken of, persons such as those subdued by this Ptolemy, 
aliens, impious, who had perpetrated great evile against the temples and 
dwellers in Egypt, exactly answers to that of the Hyksos; in other words, 
the mythus of demi-gods and giants is dropped, and Horus son of Isis, 
aided by another whose name is unfortunately obliterated, is exhibited 
as a conqueror of men, like the Amenophis, Messenes or Ramesses of 
the historical mythi. 

§ 562. Of the origin of brute-worship the Egyptian priests had a story 
which they kept secret, Diodor. i p. 54. But there was a popular story 
(which passed from them to the Greeks) how that “the original gods 
being few and overpowered by the violence and lawlessness of the earth- 
born men, took to themselves the likeness of animals: whereupon, when 
they had regained their supremacy, they consecrated the forms to which 
they owed their preservation.” Diodor. ib. Compare with this the story 
of Amenophis § 520, where it is circumstantially related, as if it were 
somehow an important part of the story, how in his flight to Ethiopia 
he took with him the sacred brutes. The worship of living brutes certainly 
had not been heard of in Egypt before the Exode, seeing that Moses is 
wholly silent concerning this grossest form of idolatry. That the form 
of the ox was sacred even before the Exode, seems to be a natural inference 
from the history of the golden calf in the wilderness, which was intended 
to “be a god after the manner of Egypt.” Nay, some have even inferred, 
from the symbols of the seven fat and seven lean kine in Pharaoh's dream, 
that the ox or cow was even at that period an object of worship to the 
Egyptians. This however is but a doubtful inference; since it is possible 
that the sacred import of that animal was derived from that dream, so 
Momentous in its consequences. Waiving the discussion of this question, 
I would remark that the deification of Apis, the emblem of Osiris, is 
assigned in the Egyptian accounts themselves to the precise time of the 
Exode. For Syncellus appends this notice to the name Aseth (i.e. Seth, 
Typhon) the last Shepherd-king, expelled by Amosis at the end of the 
259 years, ὃ 521: “In his time the heifer was deified and called Apis ;" and 
agnin, “ He added the five days which complete the circuit of the year,” 
the days which in the mythology are related to 1. Osiris, 2. Arueris, 
3. Typhon, 4. Isis, 5. Nephthys. Manetho refers the deification to the time 
of Chous (or Keechos), which time we- have already identified with 
1589—1550 s.c. ὃ 547. Hence in the religious mythus we have the 
gods fleeing before Typhon in the forms of animals, which forms they 
therefore deified: in the historical mythus, Amenophis flees from the 
Shepherds and lepers into Ethiopia with the sacred animals: and lastly, 
in the chronographies the apotheosis of Apis and Mnevis and Mendes, is 
assigned to the exact time of the expulsion of these same Shepherds and 
lepers. Surely it is not fanciful to allege all this as highly confirmatory 
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of previous inferences which go to identify the mythology of Osiris with 
the facts of the Hebrew history as its historical basis. 

§ 563. Besides: as Tacitus relates that according to one account the 
Exode occurred in the reign of Jsis, so Polemo was informed that it 
happened in the time of Apis son of Phoroneus. "Ew: τοῦ “Awidoc τοῦ 
Φορωνέως μοῖρα τοῦ Αἰγυπτίων στρατοῦ ἐξέπεσεν Αἰγύπτον, οἵ ἐν τῇ 
Παλαιστίνῃ καλουμένῃ Συρίᾳ οὐ πόῤῥω ᾿Αραβίας ᾧκησαν, αὐτοὶ δηλονότι 
οἱ μετὰ Mucews. Fragm. ap. African. Euseb. Pr. Eu. x. That this 
was the Argive Apis makes no difference, for others identified him with 
the Egyptian: so we leam from Clem. Alex. Strom. i. 21. ὃ 106. ἾΑπές 
τε ὦ Ἄργους βασιλεὺς Μέμφιν οἰκίζει, ὥς φησιν ᾿Αρίστιππος ἐν a 
Αρκαδικῶν " τοῦτον δὲ ᾿Αριστέας ὁ ᾿Αργεῖος ἐπονομασθῆναί φησι Ξαρα-- 
ww καὶ τοῦτον εἶναι ὃν οἱ Alyuwrio: σέβουσιν. In the Argive list Apis 
is third from Inachus, and Clement's date for the latter is 1667 Bc. 
There is yet another account of the apotheosis, viz. & Clem. Alex. 
Protrept. iv. ὃ 48. says on the authority of Athenodorus, Σέσωστριν 
ἐπανελθόντα εἷς Αἴγνπτον ἐπαγάγεσθαι τεχνίτας ἱκανούς" τὸν οὖν 
Ὄσιριν τὸν προπάτορα αὐτοῦ δαιδαλθῆναι ἐκέλενσεν αὐτὸς πολν-- 
τελῶς. This account evidently points to Usirei the immediate predecesor 
of Amun mai Remeses in the Table of Abydos, which Osiris this writer 
(whether rightly or wrongly) identifies with the Osiris of mythology. 
Similarly, Dicearchus (ap. Schol. in Apoll. Rhod. iv. 272.) says, that next 
to Horus son of Osiris and Isis reigned Sesostris. Hence, too, we may 
explain the circumstance that in the canon of Syncellus Serapis is made the 
immediate predecessor of Sesonchosis, é.e. of Sesostris, for the name Se- 
sonchosis is derived from Manetho's 12th dynasty. 

§ 564. From these accounts it seems evident that the apotheosis of 
Osiris took place not very long before the time of Sesostris, ἐ. 6. at some 
time during the 18th dynasty. And hence perhaps we may explain Mane- 
tho's artifice of throwing back the reign of Sesostris to the very begining 
of his second book. For, since in an earlier stage of its genesis that 
book was designed to begin with Menes, the time of Sesostris was thus 
brought to the confines of the time of the demigods, Osiris and Horus. 
If Manetho had left the name and description of Sesostris where he found 
it, would it not have been asked, “How can this be? for was not the 
great Sesostris near in time to our gods Osiris and Horus?" 

- § 6565. I have reserved for the last an intimation on the subject of 
Apis, which seems to me to complete and consolidate the evidence which 
has been adduced. I allude to the remarkable story concerning Mycerinus, 
- whose times we have in various ways identified with the times of calamity. 

“ After the reigns of the brothers, Cheops and Chephren, which together 
lasted 106 years, Mycerinus, son of Cheops, became king. He liked not 
the deeds of his father, and opened the temples, and released the people, 
worn down to extremity of wretchedness, that they should return to their 
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own works and sacrifices. He was also most just in administering judgment; 
in which respect the Egyptians extol him above all the kings they ever 
had. ..... Now the beginning of his misfortunes was the death of his 
daughter, who was his only child. And because the king, being grieved 
above measure, would bury her in an unusual fashion, therefore he caused 
an heifer to be made of hollow wood, covered with gold, and in this he en- 
closed the body of his daughter. This heifer was not buried, but was kept 
above ground even to my times, in the city Sais, where they burn incense 
before it every day, and all night a lamp is kept burning. And near this 
heifer, in another chamber, are colossal images of the concubines of Myce- 
rinus, twenty in number. .... Between the horns of the heifer is a golden 
Sun. .... This heifer is brought forth in public every year; at the time 
when the Egyptians bewail nim whose name J dare not use on such an 
occasion [Osiris], then they bring forth this heifer.” The heifer, in short, 
is simply an image of Isis’, a memorial of the sufferings of Osiris, which 
sufferings in this story are clearly identified with those of king Mycerinus ; 
in other words, with the calamities which came upon Egypt through the 
Israelites. But the rest of the story is worth quoting. “And after the 
loss of his child, there came to the king an oracle from the city Buto, that 
he must live only six years more and die in the seventh.” [Observe here 
that Nitocris, in Eratosthenes, reigns six years.} ‘So he sent to the oracle 
complaining that whereas his father and uncle, who had shut up the temples, 
and remembered not the Gods, and wasted and destroyed men, had lived 
each a long time ; and yet he, being religious, must die so soon. Then came 
8 response from the oracle the second time, that for this very reason the Gods 
cut short his life: namely, in that he did not that which was fated to be 
done: for Egypt must needs be afflicted an hundred and fifty years, and this 
his two predecessors had understood, he not.” [Here one is reminded of 


ᾧ 563-—565. ] EGYPTIAN. 


? All Egyptian antiquarians are | mythis Isis, que luna est, tranquillitatis 


agreed in referring the image of which 
Herodotus speaks, to Isis. Zotga, for 
instance, de Odeliscis, p. 415. Sed quan- 
quam sane haud libens Herodoti fidem 
reprobem ista tamen nimium disiare 
vercor a reliquis Aigyptiorum moridus, 
neque apud ipeos Gracos filem meruisse 
videntur, quorum prater Herod. nemo 
hujus facti meminit: neque omnino cre- 
dibile est, mulierculam nullo facinore 
claram tanti habitam' fuisse apud poste. 
ros. Suspicor autem veterem scriptorem, 
sive interpretes, quibus ipse usus est in 
LEgypto, Isidis dee simulacrum, lugu- 
bribus oaremoniis destinatum, pro regia 
juvenis conditerio accepisse : errore inde 
potissimum nato, quod in sacerdotum 


sive noctis filia appellaretur —Doubtless 
the image had relation to the theology of 
Osiris and Isis : what I contend for is, 
that this same theology rests upon a basis 
of fact in which the builder of the third 
pyramid,’ Mycerinus, Moscheres, Men- 
cheres, MENKARE, was intimately 
concerned : consequently that the priests, 
in their conversation with Herodotus, let 
out some portion of the truth.— Plutarch, 
de Is. σὲ Os. is evidently speaking of 
this same image, where he says, καὶ βοῦν 
διάχρυσον ἱματίῳ μέλανι βυσσίνῳ περι- 
βάλλοντες ἐπὶ πένθει τῆς Θεοῦ δεικνύ- 
ovat’ βοῦν γὰρ Ἴσιδος αἴκονα καὶ γῆν 
νομίζουσι. See Creuser Comment. He- 


rodot, Ὁ. 127. 
S92 
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the 157 years of shepherd rule before the 18th dynasty—with which the 
Old Chronicle has confused the 103 years of calamity under the 18th dy- 
nasty.] ‘When he heard this, Mycerinus caused many lamps’ to be 
lighted so as to turn night into day [the preternatural darkness before 
the Exode}, and feasted and revelled day and night without intermission, 
wandering into the marshes and the groves.... because he would fain 
falsify the oracle, making the six years twelve by turning the nights into 
days.” [Here we may observe that Nitocris, in Manetho, has a reign of 
12 years: we are also reminded of the 13 years of calamity predicted by 
the oracle in Manetho’s story. ] 

ὁ 566. In conclusion, I have to observe a curious fact connected with 
the Egyptian Calendar which seems to confirm the foregoing resulta) We 
have seen it stated (from Manetho or some other authority) by Syncellus 
that it was in the time of Asseth the last Shepherd King, that Apis and 
Mnevis were deified, and the five intercalary days added to the year. Now 
the reign of Asseth lies at the close of the 259 years of the shepherds, 
therefore ends at 1565 p.c. The statement therefore means that at this 
time the Egyptian year was altered in its form, from 360 days to 365 days.— 
The adavopos or disappearance of Osiris, which I understand to denote the 
calamity of Egypt at the Exode of Israel, is referred in the account above 
cited from Plutarch to the 17th of Athyr, and was celebrated by mournful 
solemnities during three days, i.e. 17, 18 and 19 Athyr. (Inc. 42, he says 
it was celebrated at the full moon of Athyr). 

Now on the supposition that the alteration of the calendar took place 
in 1565 5. 6. we can calculate the time of Athyr in the year of the Exode. 
Thus: since 1565 lies 243 years before 1322 (in which year 1 Thoth= 20 
July), therefore in 1565 the Ist of ‘Thoth lies 60 days later than 20 July, 
ὁ. 6. 18 September. But 2] years (1586—1565) of 360 days fall short of 
21 Julian years by 7671—7560 = 111 days, consequently 1 Thoth in the 
first of these 21 years would lie 111 days after 18th Sept. i.e. 7 January 
1585, and in 1586 it would fall still 5 days later, ἑ. ὁ. 12 January, whence 
1 Phaophi would fall 11 February, 1 Athyr=13 March, 17 Athyr 29 March, 
i.e. 15 days before the day of the great disaster itself. Moreover the three 
days of the solemnity may relate either to the three days of pretcrnatural 
darkness, Ex. x. 22, or to the like interval between the destruction of the 
first-born and the overthrow in the Red Sea. If the change in the calen- 
dar took place in 1562, the 17 Athyr would coincide in 1586 with the 
13 April, the day of the final overthrow: if in 1563, then 19 Athyr 1586 
‘would coincide almost with the very day of the destruction of the first- 
‘born. At all events, it is very remarkable that the full moon of the month 
Athyr, on the hypothesis, was that of the month Abib in the year of the 
ΧΟ, 


1 Comp. Herodot. ii. 62. on the yearly | ocris) of Sais. ὅτεν δὲ εἵνεκα φῶς ἔλαχε 
Avxvoxata observed throughont Egypt | καὶ τιμὴν ff νὺξ αὕτη, ἔστι ἱρὸς περὶ 
at the solemnity of Athena (Neith, Nit- | αὐτοῦ λόγος λεγόμενος. 


wore 
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§ 567. These are the grounds on which I think it in a high degree 
probable that the mythology and cultus relating to Typhon, Osiris, Isis and 
Horus rests upon a basis of historical fact, which is in truth that of which 
we have in Scripture the authentic record. This is certain beforehand— 
that a series of overwhelming calamities such as befel the Egyptians could 
not pass from the recollection of the nation which suffered them: the 
memory of such disasters could not fail to deposit itself in historical tra- 
dition, and, withal, to leave an abiding impress upon the national religion. 
We have seen that sundry lines of historical tradition lead up to the 
times and calamities in question—the story of Salatis and his shepherds, 
that of the godless pyramid-builders Cheops and Chephren and their un- 
happy successor Mycerinus, and again that of the queen Nitocris, are all 
referred to this origin by the marvellous coincidence of their chronological 
characters with the chronology of the facts recorded in Scripture, and by 
other internal marks. On the other hand, the religious mythus of Typhon 
and Osiris, Isis and Horus, is in many respects interblended with the 
former series. For example; Typhon is the father of Hierosolymus 
and Judeus; and it was in the reign of Jeis that the Jews went out of 
Egypt; how are these statements to be accounted for except by the sup- 
position that the mythus of Typhon originally related to the Israelites? 
Assuredly they could not be inventions of the age of the Ptolemies, in 
which the time of Osiris was thrown back to a period vastly anterior 
to the very moderate antiquity which the Egyptians of that age were 
willing to concede to the Jews: they must be regarded as traits of an 
earlier tradition, surviving in spite of the modern artifices and the gra- 
dual accretions of intermediate ages. But these statements do not stand 
alone: the Scripture story, the religious mythus, the legendary history, 
all meet in numerous other points. We do seem then to find in this 
mythology that which in the nature of the case we are bound to look 
for somewhere in the Egyptian system, that which, if not here, exists 
nowhere else, a relation to the fact of a time of ealamity which must 
needs have left a lasting impress upon the religion and mythology of the 
nation. Of course I do not mean to affirm, that the whole of this inytho- 
logy is as an allegory every part of which may be translated into the 
language of fact, as soon as we apply to it the truth of facts as related 
by Moses. For the mythology, as it now exists, is a congeries of many 
ideas, reflections, and theories, formed in the course of many ages. A phy- 
sical, an astronomical, a moral and a mystical sense, have gradually grown 
around and well-nigh overwhelmed the original relation, and this whole 
mass detached, as it were, from its original bearings, is gent afloat, like 
that wAwrr νῆσος (Herod. ii. 156), on the stream of time, touching at 
many points and remaining fixed at none. Thus much, however, I venture 
to pronounce highly probable, that Osiris, Isis, Horus, in this mythus denote 
Egypt suffering grievous disasters through Israel symbolized by Typhon. 
And s0 I leave the subject to the candid examination of those whose know- 
ledge of theso matters qualifies them to say whether the theory be irre- 
concilable with any indubitable monument of Egyptian antiquity. 
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Lhe Egyptian Dynasties of Manrrso, according to AFRICANUS. 


§ 568. Tue Firsr Boox. “ 

1" Dynasty, 8 kings. 

Menes the Theinite 627 ὅς ὑπὸ ἱπποποτάμον διαρπαγεὶς διεφθάρη. 

2. Athothis, his son... 57 6 τὰ ἐν Μέμφει βασίλεια οἰκοδομήσας, οὗ φέρονται 
βίβλοι ἀνατομικαὶ, ἰατρὸς γὰρ ἦν. 


fund 
. 


9. Kenkenes, his son.. 81 

4. Venephes, hisson.. 23 ἐφ᾽ οὗ λιμὸς κατέσχε τὴν Αἴγυπτον μέγας. οὗτοι: 
τὰς περὶ κωχωώμην ἤγειρε πυραμίδας. 

5. Usaphedus, his son 20 
6. Miebidus, his son... 26 
7. Semempses, his son 18 ἐφ᾽ οὗ φθορὰ μεγίστη κατέσχε τὴν Αἴγυπτον. 
8. Bieneches, his son.. 26 (1.16 2) 


Ὁμοῦ ἔτη σνγ΄. 258 [269] 


2 Dynasty, 9 Thinite kings, 
1. Boethus ..... - 88: 


9 ὔ AV 9 ¢ ” 
χάσμα κατὰ Βούβαστον ἐγένετο καὶ ἀπώλοντο πολλοί. 


2. Kaiechos...... 39 οἱ Boes*Ams ἐν Μέμφει καὶ Μνεῦις ἐν Ἡλιονπόλει καὶ 
δ᾽ Μενδήσιος τράγος ἐνομίσθησαν εἶναι θεοί. 

3. Binothris...... 47 ἐκρίθη ras γυναῖκας βασιλείας γέρας ἔχειν. 

4. Tlas............. 17 

5. Sethenes ...... 41 


6. Chaires ....... 17 
μνθεύεται τὸν Νεῖλον μέλιτι κεκραμένον ἡμέρας ἕνδεκα 
ῥνῆναι. 


4 ~ fF 
ὃς ὕψος εἶχε πήχων ε, πλάτος γ΄. 


9. Cheneres...... 30 
Ὁμοῦ ἔτη τβ΄. 802 


9 Dynasty, 9 Memphite kings. 
1, Necherophes 287 Λίβυες ἀπέστησαν Αἰγυπτίων καὶ τῆς σελήνης παρὰ λόγον 
αὐξηθείσης διὰ δεός ἑαντοὺς παρέδοσαν. 
2. Tosorthrus.. 29 ᾿Ασκληπιὸς Αἰγυπτίοις κατὰ τὴν ἰατρικὴν νενόμισται" καὶ 
Ἁ Ἁ ~ ἢ) φ LN s @ ? 4 A 
τῆν διὰ ξεστῶν λίθων οἰκοδομίαν εὕρατο, ἀλλὰ καὶ γρα- 
φῆς ἐπεμελήθη. 


4, Mesochris... 17 
5. 8d¥phis...... 16 
6. Tosertasis... 19 
7. Aches......... 42 
8. Sephuris..... 80 
9. Kerpheres... 26 


Ὁμοῦ ἔτη oid’. 214 
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The same, according io Everstus (Chron, Armeno-lat.) 


1™ Dynastia regum vi. 
1. Meneses Thynites.. 30" ab hippopotamo raptus est. 


2. Athotis, fil. .....-» 27 ἐπ Memphi urbe regiam cdificavit: medicinam exercuit. 
3. Cencer's, fil. ...... 39 fames regionem occupavit: pyramidas adChovonem erexit. 
4. Vave cephis........ - 

5. Usaphais ......... 20 

Θ. Niebais .....0.000. - 26 

7. Mempses ........- 18 plurima facinora facta sunt maximeque corruptiones. 

8. Vibethia ..........6 6. 26 


Omnes simul ccLn. [228] 


2° Dynastia regum 1x. 
1. Bochus, sub quo ingens terra hiatus in Bubastone factus est, multique perierunt. 
2. Cechous, qui (?) et Apis et Mnevis nec non Mendesius caper tanquam Diti habiti sint. 


3. Biophis, sub quo lex sancita qua feminis quoque regni honor delatus eat. 
4, 
δ. } alit tres, quorum e@tate nullum insigne opus factum eat. 
6. 
7. sub septimo, commentores fabularum Nilum fA. diebus x1 malle aqua perminto fiuisse 
aiunt. 
8. Sesochris, cujus proceritas cubitis Υ et latitudo palmis 3 fuisse dicitur. 
9. sub nono.... 
Regnaruntque simul annie coxcvn. 


3“ Dynastia Memphitaram regum vim. 
1. Necherochis, sub quo Libyes adversum Agyptios rebellarant, quumque Luna 
importune aucta fuerit, metu ducti seipsos rursum in servitatem dedidere. 
2. Sesorthus, qui ob medicam artem A‘sculapius ab Egyptiis vocatus est ; hic etiam 
sectis lapidibus edificandi modum invenit, atque literis exarandis curam 
impendit. 


sex ceteri nihil memoria dignum gesserunt. 


SAS oP oo 


Quique regnarunt annis 197. 
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The Egyptian Dynasties of Manetuo, according to AFRICANUS. 
4" Dynasty, 8 Memphite kings, σνγγενείας ἑτέρας. 


1. Soria .......cccecscscoeee 297 

2. Suphis................. 685 ὃς τὴν peylerny ἥγειρε πυραμίδα ἣν φησιν Ἥροδοτο: 
ὑπὸ Χέοπος γεγονέναι" οὗτος δὲ καὶ ὑπερόπτης εἰς 
θεοὺς ἐγένετο καὶ τὴν ἱερὰν συνέγραψε βίβλον, ἣν 
ὡς μέγα χρῆμα ἐν Αἰγύπτῳ γενόμενος ἐκτησάμην. 

3. ΒΡ ἷξ.....ννννννννννοον . 

4. Mencheres............ 63 

5. Rhatoeses ............ 25 

6. Bicheres ............... 22 

7. Sebercheres. ........ . 7 

8. Thamphthis ......... 9 


“Opou ἔτη cod’. 274 [284] 


5" Dynasty, 9 Elephantine kings. 


1. Usercheres ............ 287 [No notices of these reigns. ] 
2. Sephres.........s..0000.- 18 ° 

3. Nephercheres ......... 20 

4, Sisires  .............ccece 7 

δ. Cheres .......νννννννον νον 20 

6. Rhathures.............. 44 

7. Mencheres.............. 9 

8. Tancheres.............. 44 

9. Obnus ... .............. 33 


Ὁμοῦ ἔτη σμη΄. 248 [218] 


65 Dynasty, 6 Memphite kings. 


1. Othoes ...........0..0008 30 ὃς ὑπὸ τῶν Sopvpopwy ἀνῃρέθη. 

2. Phios............se0cceeee 53 

3. Methu-suphis ......... 7 

4. Phiops .............0008 100 ἐξαέτης ἀρξάμενος βασιλεύειν διεγένετο μέχρις 
ἐτῶν ρ΄. 

5. Menthesuphis......... 1 

G. Nitocris..........c0..000- 12 γεννικωτάώτη καὶ εὐμορφοτάτη τῶν κατ᾽ αὐτὴν γε- 
νομένη, ξανθὴ τὴν χροιᾶν, ἢ τὴν τρίτην ἤγειρε 
πυραμίδα. 


Ὁμοῦ ἔτη σγ΄ ....... 208 
(The sum of i, ii, is specified by Syncellus as 555 


1, Li, LUi........csccecee cvcecceeccesecosecee 769 
1, ii, iii, iV...........ccccecesessessesenens 1046 [qu. 1043 
i, 11, 111, iv, V......00sssccccsessecseecs 1294 1291 


i, ii, iii, iv, v, Vi. ........ sovecsverseee 1497 1494 7]). 
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The same, according to Evsesivs, (Chron. Armeno-lat.) 
4" Dynastia Memphitarum regum xvi ex alia stirpe regni. 

Quorum tertius Suphis qui magnam illam pyramidem erexit quam a Cheope 
factam Herodotus dicit: qui et superbus in Deos inventus est, usquedum eum 
peenituit, et libros Sacrarii conscripsit; quos velut magnas opes habebant 
ZEgyptii. De ceteris vero nihil memoria dignum scriptum est. 


Quique regnarunt annis 448, 


5° Dynastia regum xxx Elephantiniorum. 


Quorum primus Othius: hic a satellitibus suis occisus est. 


Quartus Phiops, sexennis regnare coepit tenuitque usque ad annum (centesimum?) 


6“ . 
Mulier quedam Nitocris nomine regnavit; que omnium sui temporis virorum 
fortissima erat atque omnium feeminarum pulcherrima, flavo colore et rubris 
penis; ipsam que aiunt tertiam pyramidem sedificasse; que est moles erccta 
collis instar. 

(ui regnaverunt annis 203. 


[Eusebius omits Africanus's 5th and splits the 6th into two, which he calls 5th and 
6th. The number of years belonging to the 5th is not specified. The sum 


of the numbers specified is 1997} 
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The Egyptian Dynasties of MaNETHO, according to AFRICANTS. 
The 7 Dynasty of 70 Memphite kings, who reigned 70 daye. 
The 85, of 27 Memphite kings, who reigned 146 years. 
The 9, of 19 Herackopolite kings, who reigned 408 years. 
‘Ov ὁ πρῶτος ᾿Αχθόης δεινότατος τῶν πρὸ αὐτοῦ γενόμενος τοῖς ἐν πάσῃ 


Alyy: > elpya ὕστερον δὲ μανία περιέπεσε. καὶ ὑπὸ 
ἰγνπτῳ κακα εἰργασατο, ὕστερ μανίᾳ περι > ναὸ Kpo«o- 


δείλον διεφθάρη. 
The 10° Dynasty of 19 Heracleopolite kings, who reigned 185 years. 


The 11", of 16 Diospolite kings, who reigned 43 years. 

Μεθ᾿ οὖς ᾿Αμμενέμης ἔτη ις΄ (167). 

Μέχρι τοῦδε τὸν πρῶτον τόμον καταγήοχε Mavebe. 

Ὁμοῦ βασιλεῖς pif’, ἔτη Br’, ἡμέραι ὁὅ. (192 kings, 2900) 703), read, ἔτη 
β, τή, ἡμέραι o': the ἡ at the end of the numeral was mistaken for the same 
letter at the beginning of the following word. 

(Syncellus makes the sum of i-—viii = 16397, 70°, which shews that the amount of 
i—viis 1493 years. Hence the joint amount of ix, x, xi, which he does not 
specify, should be 6697: there is therefore an error in the three last. The 
total amount of the actual lengths of dynasties is 

1497 4+ 7837 70° + 167 = 2280" 703 
or 1493 = 2276 70). 


§ 569. THe Sroonp Boox. 
The 12" Dynasty, 7 Diogpolite kings. 


1. Sesonchosis...........+0. 46’ (son of the former Ammanemes. ) 
2. Ammanemes ........... 38 
9. SesOstris .....0 ὁὁνονννόννον 48 Conquered all Asia, &c. in nine years: erected 


phallic monuments. “Os ὑπὸ Αἰγυπτίων μετὰ 


"Ὄσιριν πρῶτον νομισθῆναι. 


4, Lachares ........... sore 8. στὸν ἐν Apoevoiry λαβύρινθον ἑαντῷ τάφον κα- 
τεσκεύασε. 

δ. AmmMeres .........ecesecee 8 

6 Ammenemes...........- 8 


7. Skemiophbris, hissister 4 
Ὁμοῦ ἔτη pt’ ...... 160 


The 13" Dynasty, 60 Diospolite kings, who reigned 453 years. 
The 14%, of 76 Xoite kings, who reigned 184 years. 
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The same, according to Evsesrus, (Chren. Armeno-lat.) 
7™ Dynastia Memphitaram regam v qui regnaverunt annis 75. 
85 Dynastia Memphitarum regum v qui regnaverunt annis 100. 
9* Dynastia rv regum Heracleopolitarum qui regnaverunt annis 100. 


Quorum primus Ochthovis omnium qui ante eum reges fuerunt crudelissimus fuit ; 
itaque tot tantaque in universa Agypto scelera ac flagitia patravit, ut demum 
dementia laborans a crocodilo bestia devoratus fuerit. 


10™ Dynastia Heracleopolitarum regum xrx, annis 185. 


11™ Dynastia Diospolitaram regum xvi, annis 43. 
Post quos Ammenemes annis 16. 
Huc usque primum tomum producit Manethus. Simul reges 192, anni 2,300. 
[The sum of the actual numbers is but 1397 + 519 = 1916; hence either 
the epigraphe or the numbers are greatly corrupt. | 


12™ Dynasti Diospolitarum regum ΥἹΙ. 
1. Sesonchosis...... 46° Ammanemis fil. 
2g. Ammenemes... 38 a suis eunuchis occisus. 
3. Sesostris ......... 48 quem 4 cubitorum, palmarum 3, digitorum 2 (procerum) 
fuisse dicunt. Conquered all Asia, &c....adeo ut ab 
ZEgyptiis post Osirim habitus sit. 
4, Lambares ....... 8 In Arsenoite labyrinthum sibi construxit. 


Hujus successores. 42 


Simulomnes 245 [182] 


13“ Dynastia, Diospolitaram 1x, annis 453. , 
14 Dynastia, Xoitaram ixxvi, annis 484, [qu. 1847] 
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The Egyptian Dynasties of Manetuo, according to AFRICANUS. 
The 15", δυναστεία Ποιμένων. Ἦσαν δὲ φοίνικες ξένοι βασιλεῖς ς΄, of καὶ 
Μέμφιν εἷλον. 
1. Saites...... 197 ag’ οὗ ὁ Σαΐτης νομός, of καὶ ἐν τῷ Σεθροΐτῃ νομῷ πόλιν 
ἔκτισαν, ἀφ᾽ ἧς ὁρμώμενοι Αἰγυπτίονς ἐχειρώσαντο. 

2. Bnon...... 44 

3. Pachnan.. 61 

4. Staan..... 50 


5. Archles... 49 
6. Apophis.. 61 


Ὁμοῦ ond. 284 
The 165 Dynasty, ποιμένες “Ἕλληνες [ἄλλοι βασιλεῖς Af’, 518 years. 


The 17%, ποιμένες ἄλλοι βασιλεῖς py (λγ) καὶ Θεβαῖοι Διοσπολῖται py; 
151 years. 


The 185 Dynasty, of 16 Diospolitan kings. 


1. AmM6S..........cccrsesecreess —! [The Exode, Afr.] 
2. Chebros .........scscscceess 13 
3 Amendphthis ............ 24 
A, Αὐρογβὶβ....... ον νονννοννννον 22 
5. Misaphris (Misphris)... 1 
6. Misphragmuthosis...... 26 [Deucalion’s flood, Afr. } 
ἡ. Tuthmosis................. 9 
8. Amenophis ............... 81 οὗτός ἐστιν ὁ Μέμνων εἶναι νομιζόμενος καὶ 
φθεγγόμενος λίθος. 
9. Orns .....-scccscescsescoess 
10. Acherres ...........00scs00 32 
11. Rhathds ................ νὸν 6 
12. Chebres.............0ssse00 12 
13, Acherres ......0....sssere00 12 
1.2. Armeses ...........00eceeece 5 
15. Rhamesses ................. 1 
16. Amenophath ......... .... 19 
Ὁμοῦ ἕτη σξγ΄...... 262 


1 His number of years is not specified. 


§ 569. | | ECYPTIAN. 621 


The same, according to Euvsrstus, (Chron. Armeno-lat.) 


15" Dynastia, Diospolitarum regum, annis 250. 


16" Dynastia, Thebanorum regum v, annis 190. 


17™* Dynastia, Pastoram, qui erant fratres Phcenices peregrini reges, qui 
Memphin etiam ceperunt. 

1. Saites .... 197 A quo Saitarum Nomus nomen habuit: qui in Sethroite quoque 

nomo condiderunt urbem ; ex qua irruptione facta AEgyptios 


i su re. 
2. Bnon..... 40 poos subege 


3. Archles.. 30 
4. Apophis... 14 


Summa... 103 [Horum tempore ut imperaret Figyptiis Josephus apparuit : 
Eus. | 


18" Dynastia, regum xiv. Diospolitarum. 


1. Amoees .........2..006 257 
Chebron ............. 13 

3. Amophis ............. 21 

4. Memphres ........... 12 

δ. Myspharmuthosis.. 26 

6. Tuthmosis ........... 9 

7. Amenophis ......... 31 

8, Oru ......-.scccceceees 28 38 Jerom. Hic est qui Memmon existimatus fuit, 
lapis loquaz. 

9. Achencheres......... 16 12 

10. [Achoris .............. 7] 

11. [Chencheres......... 181" 

12. Acherres ............- 8 

13. Cherres...........0+0 15 

14. Armais...........s000 5 Qui et Danaus, annis v exactis Ligypto pulsus, 
adiens Helladem Argo capta regnat in Ar- 
gives. 

15. Ramesses ..........-- 68 

16. Amenophis ........- 40 

Summa ...... 348 [317] 348 


9 The omission of this pair in Armeno-lat. | menian at 9 has the remark, hujus e2tate 
is evidently accidental, occasioned by the | Moyses Judeorum ex FEgypto egressus dux 
similarity of the names 9 and 1]. The Are } fuit. 
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The Egyptian Dynasties of ΜΑΝΈΤΗΟ, according to AFRICANUS. 
The 19 Dynasty, 7 Diospolite kings. 


1. Sethos............ 61 

2. Rhapsares ...... 61 

3. Ammenephthes 20 

4. Rhameses....... 60 lege 66. 

5. Ammenemnes.. 5 

6. Thuoris ......... 1 ὁ παρ᾽ Ὁμήρῳ καλούμενος Πόλυβος, ᾿Αλκάνδρας ἀνὴρ 


ἐφ᾽ οὗ τὸ Ἴλιον ἑάλω. 
Ὁμοῦ of. 209. [204] 209 
᾿Επὶ τοῦ αὐτοῦ δευτέρου τόμον Μανεθῶ βασιλεῖς fs’. (96) ἔτη B,pxa’. (2121). 


ὃ 570. Tse Turmp Boox. 
The 20" Dynasty, 12 Diospolite kings, of ἐβασίλευσαν ἔτη prc. 135 years. 


The 21", 7 Tanite kings. 


2. Psusennes.... 46 
3. Nephelcheres 4 
4. Amenophthis 9 
5. Osochor ...... 6 
6. Psinaches.... 9 
7. Psusennes.... 14 


Ὁμοῦ ἔτη pr’. [114] 


The 22™, 9 Bubastite kings. 


3, 4,5. innom.... 25 
6. Takelothis.... 13 
7, 8,9. innom.... 42 


Ὁμοῦ ἔτη px.’ [116] 


The 23", 4 Tanite kinge. 
1. Petubastes... 40 (ἐφ᾽ οὗ ὀλυμπιὰς ἤχθη πρώτη. Afr.) 
2. Ozorcho...... 8 ὃν Ἡρακλέα Αἰγύπτιοι καλοῦσι. 


3. Psammus.... 10 
4, Let ...cccccveee 31 


Ὁμοῦ ἔτη πθ΄. 89 


245 Dynasty. 
Bocchoris the Saite, 6 years, ἐφ᾽ οὗ ἀρνίον ἐφθέγξατο. 


- Le © = 2. υὑντο νι, ,ν»,πηὶς-. ΄ . 
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The same, according to Evexsius, (Chron. Armeno-lat.) 
19 Dynastia, Diospolitaram regum v. 
2. Rampeses...... 66 
3. Amenephthis 8 
4. Ammenemes 26 


5. Thuoris ....... 7 Homero, Polybus: Tum captum. 
Summa cxciv. 162 


Insimul, ex secundo Manethi tomo, xcrr regum anni 2121. 


2055 Dynastia Diospolttarum xu regum, annis 172. 


21™* Tanitarum vr. 


3. Nephercheres... 4 
4. Amenophthis... 9 


δ. Osochor ......... 6 
6. Psinnaches ...... 9 
7. Psosennes....... 35 


3. Tacellothis... 13 
Summa xuiv. (49) 


23% Tanifarum ΤΙ. 


1. Petubastis... 25 
2. Osorthon.... 9 quem Herculem appellarunt Agyptii. 
3. Psammus... 10 


Summa xuiv. 44 


24" Dynastia. 
Bocchoris Saites, 44. sub quo agnus loquutus est, 
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The Egyptian Dynasties of MANETHO, according to AFRICANUS. 


25% Dynasty, 3 Ethiopians. 


1. Sabacon ...........0..00+5 8. Took Bocchoris captive, and burnt him alive. 
2. Sebichus, or Sevechus 14 
8. Tarkus ........--.-c0eeees 18 


Ὁμοῦ ἔτη μ΄. 40 


26» Dynasty, 9 Saite kings. 


1. Stephinates ...........++4. rf 
2. Nechepsos.......ssescereees 6 
8. Nechoa .......-scssecceceees 8 
4, Psammetichus..........-. 54 
5. Nechoa II. .........cecoees 6 
6. Psammuthis............++: 6 
7. Vaphris.......-.sssecceeeees 19 
ἢ, AMOSIS .... Ὁ ον νννονε σον evens 44 
9. Psammecherites .........- 0. 6 months. 


Ὁμοῦ ἔτη pv’, μήνας ς΄. 1507. 6". 


27. Dynasty, 8 Persians. 


1. Cambyses, 
&e. 


§ 571. Dynasty of Gods and Demigods: Manetuo. 


1. Hephestus ψκδ', ἥμισν, καὶ τέσσαρας ἡμέρας, 


or Wd δ΄. = 7243 (Dindorf.) ...65Ὺτονονονννννννον 7243 or 7243 Dind. 
2. Helios s. of Hepheestus ............ccccscsrseceaseeceees 86 or 803 --...- 
3. Agathodemon (563, 10%.) .......----cccesseseseeteeeees 564 or 56, ....-- 
A, Cron .........cecceeeescesseccesceeccscrcucececorseecessoesers 404 
δ. Osiris amd Isis ...............ccccsecsssceseesceneseneeeeees 35 
6. Hiatus 
Pas 84s) (0) | ee 29 


(But these numbers were obtained by later computists, from the original 
numbers which they chose to consider as lunar months. Syncellus says, 
First reigned 7 Gods, 1985 years in all (ai. 1988), the first of whom, He- 
phestus, reigned 9000 years. These 9000 years considered as months give 
724 years nearly. Hence it is clear that we must read 11,985 or 11,988. 
Now the sum of the above numbers as given by Dindorf is 965 years; 
but 11,988 lunar months at 29} days make 968 years. Hence-the missing 
nvmber at No. 6 is probably 3.) 8. Horus 
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The same, according to Evsesius, (Chron. Armeno-lat.) 


25" Dynastia regum ASthiopum m1. 


1. Sabbacon ....... 12. Captivum duxit Bocchorin et vivum combussit. 
2. Sebichos, fil.... 12 
3. Taracos ......... 20 


26" Dynastia regum Saitarum x. 
1. Ammeres Athiops... 18 


2. Stephinathis............ 7 
3. Nechepsus.............. 6 
4. Nechaod..........csccsees 6 
5. Psammetichus ......... 44 


6. Nechao II.............. 6 
7. Psammuthes alter ... 17. 


Summa cLxvu. (171) 


27" Dynastia Persarum, &c. 


8 Horus the Demigod... 25 


9. ALES .......ἁὁ.ονο ον κοσοονονυ 29 
10. Anubis .......0 60. οννοόνοονν 17 
11. Heracles...............00¢ 15 | ¢The sum of these nine demi- 
12. Apollo...........sseceeeeee 25 gods is 214 years: it should, 
18, Ammon ..............06 30 doubtless, be 216 or 217.) 
14, Tithoes ..............000 27 
1δ. Sosus ........ἁὁοννοοννονονο 92 
16. Zeus ..........ὁ οὐ νονονονον 20 


ᾧ 572. Another Account of the Gods and Demigods: Evses. 


The first man (homo) was Hephaestus, inventor of fire. 
From him, Sol. 
After him, Agathodemon. 
Then, Cronus. 
Next, Osiris. 
40 
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Then, Typhon brother of Osiris. 

Then, Horus son of Osiris and Isis. These were the first Egyptian 
kings. 

Then the empire descended through a long succession to Bites, by the 
space of 13,900 years (which Eusebius takes to mean so many months). 


Then after the Gods, a race of Demigods... 1255 years. 


Item, αἰῥὲ reges.......cscescccecneescsssecssensecessce 1817 
Alii xxx Memphiter reget ......0..csescessseeeees 1790 
Alig x Thynitee reget .......s.ceccccescesrecssceees 350 
Manium ac Semideorum regnum .........00006 5813 
Simul omnes anni, myrias et mille «........... (11,025) 

! 13,900 


. (24,925) 
Simul omnes anni Deorum, ac Semideorum 
atque Mantum due myriades, quatuor millia, 
et pcocc (24,900.): 


§ 573. The Old Egyptian Chronicle. 


Φέρεται wap Αἰγυπτίοις παλαιόν τι Χρονογρεφεῖον περιέχον λ' 
δυναστειῶν ἐν γενεαῖς πάλιν ριγ χρόνον ἄπειρον, ἐν μνριάσι τρισὶ καὶ 
sxe (36,525) πρῶτον μὲν τῶν Αὐριτῶν, δεύτεμον δὲ σῶν Μεστραίων, : 
τρίτον δὲ Αἰγυπτίων, οὕτω πως ἐπὶ λέξεως ἔχον. 

Kingdom of the Gods. 

Hephestus: hath no time, fer he shineth night and day. 

Helius son of Hepheestus ...............csssesesseveees 30,000 years. 

Kronos and all the other twelve Gods γϑπὸ -- 8,904 

Demigods eight (τ. nine) kings τὸ, 2417 


Καὶ per’ αὐτοὺς γενεαὶ ε΄ | ΚΥΝΙΚΟΥ KYKAOY ἀνεγράφησαν ἐν 


ἔτεσιν υμγ, 15 Generations... κι κννοσοο σου στο σον ονονν. 443. JORIS. 
The 16th dynasty, 8 Tanites oteeeeecoeees 190 
. 17th ........ 4 Memphites............ 108 
18th ......... 14 Memphites............ 948 
19th ......... 5 Diospolites ............ 194 
20th cs... 8 Diospolites.......... .. 228 
2ist ....... ~ - 6 Tanites ..........00000 121 
yy), ......... 3 Tanites ................. 48 
294 ,..... 2 Diospolites ........... 19 
241 ......... 9. Saites .......cccssseeeeee 44 
25th ......... 3 Ethiopians “.. 44 
26th ......... 7 Mempbhites............ 177 
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§ 574. Castor’s reckoning is thus reported by the Eacerptor Barbaro- 
latinue ap. Scalig. 


inet ti fil. ......... κω Colliguntur Deorum regna 1,550. 
mere (The eum is 1250. Suidas s. v. gives 
(Isis et Osiris?) | H 1690’.) 
Orus Stoliarchus .......... 28 ephestas 16307. 
Typhon .........0.ssccenseese 45 
Demigods: Anubis,....... 88 
Apion (Apis?) ............ 77 


EBeynii (ιε΄ Κυνικοῦ ὃ) ... 2100 


Hee finis de primo tomo Manethonis habens annos 2160. . 
Mineus and 7 descendants.. 253 Dynasty of Diospolites.... 


8. others 20.0.0... ..cceeeee senses B02 ..«((ὑτὼς Bubastites.... 163 
Necherocheus and 8 others 214 __......... Tanites......... 184 
17 others .........ὅὑμενέένονννονον Z14csesevnee Sebennites ... 224 
21 others ..........ccorccescceeee 28. eee Memphites... 318 
Othoes and 7 others ......... 225. Θ6Θ΄):αᾳαιὦιικνο Heliopolites... 221 
14 others ..0.......scancesreseces 140 ......ὁ Hermopolites 260 
20 others ...........csessecceeees 409 280) 

1969 
7 OAMETB acescscessen seer 204 (1909) 

(2197) 


Usque ad 17°™ potestatem (dynastiam) secundus ecribitur tomus habens 
1520 annos. The sum of the sixteen preceding items is 2197 + 1369 = 3566: 
therefore we may perhaps read 3520 for 1520. Then, reading with Suidas 
1680 instead of 680 (Hephestus), the sum of the numbers is, 


which is 3 x 2160 ( = 6480) plus 1550 (“ Deorum regna”). 
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3575. List of 38 Egyptian Kings: Eratosthenes (ap. Syncelli Chron.) 


reign. | ciapeed B.C. 
1. Menes the Thebinite ...............ccccsscoeee: €2 0 | 2267 
2. Athothis his son .............ssccscsssccssccseeee 59 62 | 22905 
8. Athothes .............ccccerccosscccecconscccnssecaees 32 121 | 2146 
4. Diabies his som ...........ssscesccesee srecseesase 19 153 | 2114 
5. Pemphos son of Athothes .............-2cee0. 18 172 | 2095 
6. Toegar Amachus, Momcheiri a Memphite 79 190 | 2077 
7. Stoechus ="Apyec ἀναισθητός .---..0-2.0+++ 6 269 | 1998 
8. GOBOrMies «......2.-2ceecscesscsssccnecssoncessceeeces 30 275 | 1992 
9. Mares . ..........ccscccccsececsccces svcevcccersensecs 26 305 | 1962 
10. Ansyphis......ccsccccssssssesssescsnsceessseseteee 20 { 331 | 1936 
11. Sirius ..........ccccececccsceccncscsccccscccscscccers 18 351 | 1916 
12. Chnubis Gneurns ...............cceccsscecesecsees 22 969 | 1898 
13. Rauosis = Archicrator ...........0.cccsccsccsesee : 13 391 | 1876 
14. Biyris ..................scccccssseccnscecsesaseceesere 10 404 | 1863 
15. Saophis 1. ....cccscscesessssssssssssssescessesseees 29] 414 | 1853 
16. Saophis IT, ..............sccccecscsssssssssseeeeeeees 27 | 443 | 1824 
17. Moacheres..........ccscccsscccssssscscecscsrescencese 31 470 | 1797 
TS. Miuasthris...............cccccccccsccsecccccscccecscsrecs 33 501 | 1766 
19. Pammes Archondes ........ lascccveccecsonceccecs 35 634 | 1733 
20. Apappus Megistus (all but 1 hour)......... 100 569 | 1698 
21. Exchescog0caras ........-sscccscscescsccssssccsacens 1 669 | 1596 
22. Nitocris, a Queen who reigned instead of 
her husband...........-.s0ssecescssersssoseeess 6 670 | 1687 
23, MYrterus .o.ceccesesccsssceeessssesescscecsseeeeceers 22 | 676] 1591 
24. Thyosimares the strong ................ccc000 12 698 | 1569 
ΤΣ συμ, wgmenter of his Gun a} mo | 1857 
26. Semphrucrates ................ccccsssssesececeoees 18 718 | 1549 
27. Chuther Taurus, tyrannue..................... vi 736 | 1531 
QB, Meures.........ccccccscsccsccasscsascesscscecteeeecce 12 743 | 1624 
29. Chomaephtha .............cccccsccccosscecsecerecs 11 755 | 1512 
30. Soecuniosochus tyrannus..................00..0 60 "66 | 1501 
81. Peteathyres ........scecesssssssssceeessessesesssees 16 | 926 | 1441 
32. Stammenemes II. seecees eee 93 842 | 1425 
33. Sistosichermes = Hercules the Strong... seaeee 55 865 | 1402 
34, Maris...........csccesescccscccceccaccsccsscecesseeece 43 920 | 1347 
35. Sipboas ............ cccssessessssececnscccnscsseees 5 963 | 1904 
36. (hiatus of mame)...............ccseccsecesseseees 14 968 | 1299 
97. Phruron = Nilus............0 ccsscccssessscseceeee 5 982 | 1285 
38. Amuthanteeus.... ............ccccsscsscssscessees 63 987 | 1280 


Sum... | 1050 | 1050 | 1217 
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§ 576. Account of the Shepherds and 18th Dynasty reported from 
ManeTHo by JosEPHus, c. Apion. 1.15. (comp. Theoph. Ant. ad 


Autolyc. iii. 20.) 


1. Salatis....... eeceseerens 19” 
2. Beom.....ccccescsssevece 44 
3. Apachnas.............. 36.7 
4. Apophis.............00 61.0 
δ. Janias ........sscsscseee 50.1 
6. ASSIS ..........cecccsceeee 49 .2 
(Sum... 259.10] 
Jos. Theoph | Correct | Sums. 
1. Tethmogis ..............000 25. 4 . 
2. Chebron .....1...-ssccsesees 13. 0 . 4 
3. Amenophis............000008 20. 7 . 4 
4, ΑΤΩΘΒΒΘΒ. .....0 ὁ. ἀὁ6 6 cerccveees 21. 9 .11 
δ. Mephres........-.scccsessee 12. 9 0 
6. Mephramuthosis ......... 25.10 9 
ἡ. THM08i8 ........csccceeeee ον 9. 8 γι 
8. Amenophis ον δοοοσνουοονοσνσον 90.10 ϑ 
9. Orus.. wesesscccesere GOs .} 
10. Akenchres.. st asaceeseeessoese 12. 4 
“his daughter,” Theoph. _ ... ° 
11. Rathotis ..............ssseee. 9. . ὃ 
12. Akenchéres J. ............ 12. δ 
Mercheres, Theoph. .... ... 
13. Akenchéres II. .......... 12. 
14, Armais .........cccsscsssees 4. 227.10 
15. Ramesses .......000.:00008 . 1. 257 .11 
16. Armesses Miammu ...... 66. 259. 3 
17. Amenophis... ............0. 19. 325. ὃ 
[333 .. 0 344.11 
18. Sethosis ...... ..ccoceceseee: 59.0 
19. Rampses............csesss00 66.0 


Date. B.C. 


1667 § 515. 


Remarks on this and the other Lasts of the Eighteenth Dynasty. 


§ 577. The foregoing list seems to have been framed for the purposo 
of reconciling the two artificial epochs assigned to Rameses the Great, or 
Sesostris. By one account, his epoch lay 5 x 216 years before the Philip- 
pine era of Egyptian Chronology (324 3.0.) therefore 1404 s.c. By the 
other, his reign and the Sothiac Cycle began together, therefore 1322 3.c. 
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Here, both data are secured by assuming ἃ pair of kings, the ene named 
Rameses Mei Amun (true name of Sesostris), the other Sethos (disguised 
name). A manifest vestige of this artifice remains in the statement re- 
corded (as from Manetho) by Josephus, c. Ap. i. 16, 26; ii. 2, to the effect 
that from the expulsion of the shepherds by Tethmosis, who is (falsely) 
set at the beginning of the 18th dynasty, to the two brothers Sethos and 
Hermeus, otherwise Agyptus and Danaus, are 393 years: then Sethos 
expelled Danaus, who thereupon fled to Argos, and Sethos reigned 59 years, 
then Rampses 66 years. Now this Hermeus is manifestly the Armais of 
Dyn. xviii. No. 14, (see the list of Eusebius), and Sethos is no other than 
Rameses Miammu, No. 16, (who however is made into two, No. 15 and 16). 
And further, he is given once more as Rampses No. 19. This is manifest, 
for only so is the number 393 made good: viz., No. 1—17=333 plus 
Sethosis 59= 392. Whence it appears once more how little reliance is to 
be placed on the detailed statements of this list. 

§ 578. Now, this term of 393 years is not set down accidentally. 
enters, in fact, into all the lists of these two dynasties. 

The epigraphe of the Second Book of Manetho notes a period of 96 
reigns (Eus. 92), occupying 2121 years (African. and Euseb.) But the 
actual sum of the amounts assigned to the several dynasties is, in Afri- 
canus 2222 years,.in Eusebius 2267 years. What then may be the mean- 
ing of this term 21222 I¢ explains itself thus :— 

8 x 216 = 1728 years. 
add 393 
the sum is “2121 years. 


It means then, that the Second Book, either the whole of it or s part 
ending at some conspicuous epoch, exceeded 8 times 216 by 393 years. 

First then take Africanus. His declared epoch of the 18th dynasty is 
1797 .c., though his implied date is 1667. 


18th dynasty ... 268" begins 1797 (1667) 
Bethos, r.........- δ1:..814 6... 1584 (1404) 
Rapsaces ......... 61... 375 eevee 1483. (1365) 
Amenephthes :.. 20...905 ....... 1422 (1292) 
Rameses .......... 60 1402 


So that this scheme contrives to get a Rameses holding almost exactly the 
same place (5 x 216 before the Philippine era), as Sethos or Sesostris does in 
the more original construction. Moreover, this year 1404 lies just the period 
of 393. years after the epoch of the 18th dynasty. (Hence we should perhaps 
read Rapsaces 60, Amenephthes 19; 263+ 51+ 60 1 19 - 899). Moreover, 
in an earlier stage of the fabrication, the scheme probably lay thus : 


B. π. dynasty xii—xvil. ... 1728 = ὃ x 216. 
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For if we reduce the Shepherd dynasty 284 years to 259 or 260, the sum 
of xii—xvii. will frem 1750 become 1725 or 1726, just what it is in the 
existing list of Eusebius. Then 1726+ 985 =2121. Look now at the eor 
rected list of Josephus. Here we find from the beginning of the dynasty 
to Rameses Mei Amun a period of 2507 3™ almost fractionally identical 
with the term assigned to the Shepherds, 2507 2". This may enable us 
to reconstruct the scheme in an earlier stage of its growth, viz.: This term 
of 259 or 260 years was designed to be the length of the 18th dynasty. 
It was enlarged into 263 years because the period of 8x 216=1728 was 
reduced to 1725: viz. 1728+ 260 = 1988, and 1725+ 263 = 1988. 

§ 579. Turn now to the list of Eusebius. Here, 

1. xii—xvii = 1725: and 1728 + 303 - 2121, the number expressed in 
the epigraphe. 

2. The sum of the numbers set down in xviii. dynasty, is 888 or 348, 
for the text varies. Now 338 + 55 = 393 years ending at Rampees = Rameses, 

3 The sam of the numbers upward from Cambyses to xxth dynasty 
inclusive is 651: hence the reign of Thuorie (7 years), to which the taking 
of Troy is referred, ends 1176, and begins 1183, just a year after the re- 
ceived date of the fall of Troy. This proves that the sum of 651 years 
is that which Eusebius contemplated, and not corrupt. 

4, The sum of the 19th dynasty is expressed as 194 years; yet the 
items amount to only 162: hence at least 32 years are omitted. Then, 
from, Rampses (No. 2) to the end of the dynasty, are 194-55 = 130 years, 
and 1176+ 199 -- 1315 ΒΕ. α., for the epoch of Rampses. This comes so near 
to 1322, that one is inevitably led to suppose a farther error. Suppose e.g. 
that Eusebius placed the fall of Troy at the end of Thwuoris, then the epoch 
of Rampeses is precisely 1322 3. 0., and the dynasty may be thus restored: 

1. Sethos .......... 6 1377 nc 
2. Rameses ....... 66 1322 ... " 
3. Amenephthes. 40 1256 ... of 8, Amenephthes..47 1266 


4 Amenemes....26 1216 ... 4. Amenemes i... 26 1209 
5. Thuoris........ 7 1190 ... 5. Thuoris... ἤ 1183 
to 1183 to 1176 


5. Eusebius refers the Exode to the reign of Chencherres, of course 
to the end of it. His date of that event is 1511 Β.6. 


11. Chencherres........... - 18 years. 
12. Acherres ....c.ccccccee . 8 
13. Cherres .....cc.c.cccceee 15 
14. Armais........ccccreceee 5 
1δ., Ramesses .......00..c00e 66 so read for 68. 
16. Amenophis ............ 40 
134 


Henee his date for the lest year of Chencherres is 1377 + 194-161]. no, 
f his date for Rampses be 1322 nc. This greatly establishes the foregoing 
determinations. 
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It appears then that Eusebius’s scheme, whoever were its author, aims, 
like that of Africanus, at getting a period of 8x 216 plus 393 or 2121 years, 
ending at Rameses: but Eusebius makes the epoch of Rameses also the 
epoch of the Sothiac cycle 1322 3.c., while Africanus places him at 1404 p.c. 
or 5 x 216 years before the era of the Greeks. 

§ 580. We may now reconstruct this part of the Chronology accord— 
ing to the mind of both authors. 


AFRICANUS. EUSEBIUS. 
1. Amosis.....- id. 
2. Chebron ... id. 
3. Amenophis id. 
4. Amersis ... om. 
5. Misaphris... id. 
6. Misphrag- id. 
muthosis 
ἡ. Tuthmosis. id. 
8. Amenophis id. 1609 
9. Horus ...... id. 1578 _ 1580 
10. Acherres Achencheres 1550 | 1502 
11. Rathos...... Achoris ...... 1634 i 1486 
12. Chebres Chencherres 1527 | 1479 
Acherres..- 1811 | 1463 
13: Acherres .. \ Chess 1503 | 1455 
14. Armeses ... | Armais ...... 1488 | 1440 
15. Ramesses... id. 1493 | 1435 
16. Amenophis id. 1417 | 1869 
1. Sethos ...... id. 1377 | 1329 
2. Rapsaces Rampses 1322 | 1274 
3. Amme- . 
nephthes id. 1256 | 1208 
4. Rameses.... om. 
5. Ammenemes id. 1209 | 1161 
6. Thuoris .... id. 1183 | 1135 
1176 | 1128 


§ 581. One or two remarks must be added to what has been said. 

1. Africanus’s epoch of Amosis is, of course, 1797 +25 = 1822 no, 
just the epoch of Joseph =Salatis. In other words, the epoch of the 18th 
dynasty is carried back to the true epoch of the Shepherds. Africanus 
assigns to the Shepherds 284 years. This number is derived from the 
259 years 2 months of the earlier account by adding thereto the 25 years 
of Amoais. The scheme, in this stage of its growth, consisted of these 
items: . 
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Amosis 25 

Chebron to Sethos‘ 259 
The retrojection of the first period of 284 years to the 15th dynasty, belongs 
to 8 later stage. Then the whole period xii—xvii. was expanded into 1728, 
making xii—xviii = 1728 + 259 = 1987 years, which subsequently was dis- 
tributed thus, 

xii—xvii. 1725, still later 1750. 

XViil. 262 

1987 

The grounds of these processes have been already described. 


2. Between the scheme of Africanus and that of Eratosthenes, are these 
coincidences : . ᾿ 


Chebron .....0.......0000 1797 Moacheres ........0.ss-cc0seeee 1797 

marie cae μον 1690 Echescos-0cgras «.....ὁὑουνον 1698 
(Nitocris .......ssccsessssscceses 1597 
Myrteeus .......ccseeccesescceene 1591) 

Ar-mais (Mai-Re) ... 1560 Thyosi- Mares ...........000 1569 

Ramesses , .......00se0000 1555 Thinillus, “augmenter vt 1587 

country’s strength” ... 
Ammenephthis......... 1424 St-ammenemes ......0...0.0+- 1425 
Rameses ( = Sesostris) 1404 Sistosichermes 1402 
( = Sethosis-Ra-me? ) } " 


And from Moscheres to Sesostris-Rameses are 396 years, as in Africanus 
from Amosis to Rameses 393. 

3. It deserves aleo to be remarked, that in this scheme the true date 
of the Exode lies very nearly (1584) at the beginning of the reign of that 
Chencherres to which Eusebius (placing it 75 years later than the truth) 
assigns it. 

4. The scheme of Eusebius gives xii—xvii = 1725, representing an 
earlier statement of 1728 =8 x 216. He rightly places the Shepherds with 
a reign of 103 years (for which replace 106) immediately prior to the 18th 
dynasty. Hence his epoch of the Shepherds is 1715 + 106 = 1821, which 
is, again, the true epoch of Salatis= Joseph. Then from this epoch to 
the first Ramesses are 1821 — 1483 = 338 years: and from Amosie to Sethos 
also 338 years, This is a further indication of what I before said, that 
Ramesses, No. 15, is the duplicate of Sethos. 

5. Lastly, Horus in Eusebius begins to reign almost exactly at the 
true time of the Exode, 1578 n.c. or 1587, if his reign lasted 37 years 
(as Africanus). This is significant in connexion with the mythus of the 
God Horus. 
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IV. 


OuT.LINEs of a CuRonoLogicaL Harmony of the GospeL History 
of our Lorp’s Ministry; with an Attempt to explain the Struc- 
ture of that part of the First Gospel which ts included between 
the Baptism of Christ and the Martyrdom of John the Baptist. 


§ 582. In our investigation of the time of our Saviours Passion, it 
appeared that the astronomical element of the question pointed to the 
year 29, in which alone of the years within which that great event must 
necessarily be placed, the 14th Nisan could coincide with the sixth day 
of the week. - This determination seemed the more likely to be the true 
one, because it appeared that.the year thus marked is precisely that 
which is given in a great majority of ancient testimonies, especially in 
the almost unaminous tradition of the early Latin Church. Nay, the very 
day, Friday 18 March, stood recorded in a document of which at least 
the ground-work was derived from the most venerable antiquity, § 83. 
We have since found a further attestation in the fact that the Churches 
of the first two centuries made the 18th March their paschal terminus, 
ὃ 429. It was shown further, that the Chronology of 3. Paul's history 
implies this year as the year of the Crucifixion, ὃ 100. And: lastly, a great 
number of very remarkable arrangements belonging, as it would appear, 
to an Order of Divine Providence, point precisely to this year and day: 
ὃ 9342, 343, 344, 346, 348, 352, 359, 360, 361, 372—5, 382, 390, 391. 

But it resulted from this conclusion, that our Saviour’s Ministry, from 
the Baptism to the Crucifixion, occupied a period of only one year and 
a few weeks. For not only is the year of the first Passover οὗ that 
Ministry defined by an historical note of time, § 72, but it would be 
almest impossible, on any other supposition to reconcile, with that con 
clusion the chronological statement with which S. Luke. opens his history 
of the Lord’s Ministry. On the supposition that our Lord was baptized. 
early in the year 28, that statement is attended with no great difficulty, 
inasmuch as the consular year in which the 15th of Tiberius began is the. 
year 28. Besides, in our subsequent investigation of the O.T. chronology, 
we have diseovered at least one clear instance of an anticipation similar in 
kind to that which we suppose in the present case: § 234, nate, and § 267. 

‘Moreover, this result, also, was found to be in accordance with the 
most venerable tradition of early opinion, § 85 ff. It seemed, too, when 
taken in connexion with the concurrent testimony of antiquity in respect 
of the day of our Saviour's Baptism, to be stamped with a peculiar 
character in respect of Prophecy: § 348. But then directly at variance 
with this conclusion was a text of S. John, in which there is mention 
of a Passover intermediate between the Passover after the Baptism 
and the Passover οὗ the Crucifixion. It appeared however that there 
are strong grounds for doubting the genuineness of that mention. It is 
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almost certain that the word “ Passover” was not found in the copies of 
the fourth gospel which existed in the three first centuries, in some copies 
even later, § 80—92. To which I will now add a further piece of evi- 
dence, the value of whieh, however, must be left for the consideration 
ef those who are more versed in the history of the Ecclesinatical Calen- 
dars.—It is certain that the first miracle of feeding occurred soon after 
the return of the Twelve Apostles from their first mission, Luke ix. 7 ff. 
compared with Matt. xiv. 12 ff.: but that return nearly coincided in time 
with the marytrdom of John the Baptist, for it was upon receiving tidings 
of that event that our Lord retired into the wilderness on the very day 
of the miracle, Matt. xiv. 1% Now the Roman Calendars, from which 
our own was formed, place the “Ε. of 8. John Baptist beheaded’ at 29 August. 
I am aware (indeed any one may learn from Wheatley) that according 
to Durandus the true original name and intent of the Festival was ‘ F. 
collectionis S. Johann. B.’, the celebration of the miraculous diseovery and 
collection of the remains of 8. John: but how little credit is due to 
this monkish comment will be evident on inspection of the Paschal Chro- 
nicks p. 174 (217 ed. Par.), where the beheading of S. John is assigned 
to the 20th of Lous= Angust, the very day to which the Latin Calendars 
assign the F. decollationis S. Johannis Baptista’. 

It.seems that this date must have been assigned on one or other 
of these two grounds. Either there existed an original tradition pur- 
porting that S. John’s martyrdom occurred about this time of the year, 
im which case the time of the miracle of feeding could not have been 
near the Passover: or, those with whom the date origimated, and from 
whom it was derived to the Calendars of both Greeks and Latins, were: 
led to it by comparing the Gospels, and perceiving that the miracle 
eccurred shortly before the Feast of Tabernacles. Certaimly, one cannot 
seo how they came to fix on this time of the year, if their copies of 
S. John, like ours, called that Festival the Passover. 

It remains now that we should consider whether it be possible to 
comprise “all that Jesus did and taught,” from His Baptism to His 
Crucifixion, within the period of time thus defined, that is, within the 
space of about 440 daysx In discussions relating to the chronology and 
harmony of the Gospels, it is often asserted that our Lord’s ministry 
must have occupied a much longer period than this; and this is assumed 
on ἃ priori considerations which I cannot but deem very much misplaced, 
and somewhat rationalistic and irreverent. Thus we are told, that the 
vastly greater dignity of our Saviour’s ministry necessarily implies a longer 
space of time im comparison with the Baptists ministry; that such and 


1 It appears that the modern Zabians | Augusti Denkw. aus der Chr. Archio- 
or disciples of S. John (representatives [ logie iii. 867. who does not mention the 
of the ancient Hemerobaptisis) celebrate | day. Ignatius a Jesu ibid. refers this 
the Festival of their Prophet in the | celebration to the mouth of Aperil, per- 
month of August: so says Kimpfer in | haps confounding it with some other. 
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such lengths of time are requisite to account for the attention drawn to 
Christ’s miracles, “the increasing celebrity of His reputation,” the ani- 
mosity of the Pharisees, the spread of His doctrine. Surely those who 
write thus forget of WHom and what they speak. The dignity of the 
work undertaken by Gop Incarnate, the energy of Him to whom one 
day is as a thousand years, the conditions of His influence over the 
hearts of men, are not to be scanned by such tame and trivial considera- 
tions! Nay, apart from His Eternal Power and Godhead, it should have 
been remembered what manner of times those were, and what disposition of 
mind was prepared in the nation of the Jews for Christ's public appearing. 
At a time of intense expectation, “when all men mused in their hearts” 
concerning the manifest signs of His approach—at a time when all spiritual 
needs and distresses, all belief and unbelief, all good and all evil affections, 
were risen to their utmost height, the fame of Jesus of Nazareth could not 
fail to pass rapidly through the length and breadth of the land; it could 
not need many months or even weeks to make it known “in all that land“ 
‘that a great Prophet was risen up, and that God had visited His people.” 
At such a time, and in such a posture of men's minds, belief and un- 
belief, love and enmity, would speedily come to maturity. There are 
crises in the lives of men and of nations—and this even under a human 
point of view was one of them—when a few days of intense moral and 
intellectual activity do the work of years; when 8 word uttered, or the 
very appearing of some Great One, shall in an instant call forth the 
result to which ages of expectation have silently tended: as there are 
chemical mixtures which when they have long held their ingredients 
quiescently in solution need at the last but a touch which shall cause 
them to rush together into new combinations. 

Dismissing, then, the shallow and vapid rationalism which pretends to 
mete out time to Christ for the moral and spiritual procedure of His 
Work, we have simply this question before us: namely, what portions of 
time are actually expressed in the Gospels, or virtually involved in the 
mention of physical acts, such as His journeyings from place to place 
with His disciples, which, as He and they were men, were performed 
under simply human conditions? and whether these amount to a greater 
length of time than that which lies between the limits of our chrono- 
logical determination? In order to settle these questions, we must review 
the course of our Lord's history as related by the four Evangelists, for 
which end it will be necessary to frame a harmony of the several accounts. 
We need not enter into minute details, since our object here is only to 
ascertain the general order of events. But since the sequence of the 
several incidents in the first Gospel, that is, in that part of it which lies 
between the Baptism of our Lord and the martyrdom of John the 
Baptist, differs materially from that which appears in the second and 
third Gospel, we cannot avoid taking up the consideration of this further 
question—viz. what is the nature of that discrepancy, aud how it is to 
be accounted for. 
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§ 583. I assume then for the basis of this Harmony the cycle of 
Festivals noted by 3. John, ᾧ 94, viz. Passover, Pentecost, Tabernacies, 
Encenia, Passover. These festivals are to be regarded as so many centres 
around which the narratives of this Gospel are grouped. Down to the 
death of Lazarus, 8. John relates no incidents of our Lord’s ministry fally, 
except in connexion with one or other of His visits to Jerusalem. For 
example, the discourse with the woman of Samaria occurred not long 
after a Passover, on His return to Galilee: the feeding of the Five Thou- 
sand not long before a festival, which we bave defined as the Feast of 
Tabernacles. With these two principal exceptions, the scene of 8. John’s 
narrative is Jerusalem. Thus is this Gospel distinguished from the other 
three. 

For the three Gospels omit all the visits to Jerusalem except the 
very last. Why they do so,—why the towns of Galilee, and the other 
country parts of Palestine, are exclusively the scene of their narrative, 
I am not concerned to inquire. Such is the plain fact, and hence it be- 
comes necessary to ascertain some rule or measure by which we may adjust 
to the vacant spaces in 83. John’s narrative the incidents related by the 
three former Evangelists. 

§ 584. One connecting link, or common thread, is afforded by the 
history of the Five Thousand, which is related by all four Evangelists. 
But S. Luke’s narrative affords some others of a less obvious kind. Namely, 
the σάββατον δευτερόπρωτον was of course a sabbath near the Pentecost, 
since the corn in the fields was then ripe. Besides, we find our Lord 
journeying in the direction of Jerusalem at that time, vii. 11—17. 8. 
Mark also notes the presence of scribes from Jerusalem, at a conjuncture 
which indicates the Pentecost not long over, iii. 22. A similar mention 
occurs after the Feast of Tabernacles, Matt. xv. 1. Mark vii. 1. And 
lastly, S. Luke expressly notes a journey to Jerusalem at a conjuncture 
which must coincide with the Encenia. 

If then we can harmonise the three first Gospels, there may be no 
great difficulty in adjusting them to the fourth. But, inasmuch as they 
do not all follow the same order, the question is, which of the three 
follows the order of time? And this question seems to have its answer 
at the very instant in the statement of 8. Luke, that he writes καθεξῆς, 
which must be coupled with the obvious fact, that 8 Luke’s notes of time 
are generally much more explicit than those of 8. Matthew and 8S. Mark. 

§ 585. But when we come to compare the third Gospel with the 
other two, we are struck by one remarkable peculiarity. Namely, after 
it has related, in common with them, the history of the transfiguration 
and its dependent incidents, it mentions our Lords departure from 
Galilee, as the others do. But then follows a collection of incidents 
from xi. 1. to xviii. 14. i.e. interposed between this departure and the 
incident which is placed next to the departure in the other two. Of 
these incidents, some were related in a different connexion by S. Matthew 
and 8. Mark, and some are evidently not placed in the order of time. 
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‘I regard this portion of S. Luke's gospel im the light of an cppendix or 
episode, in which, at the close of the detailed history of the ministry in 
Galilee, the Evangelist brings together a number of incidents, conversa- 
tions, and diecoursea, some perkaps belonging to the time of that journey, 
others certainly to earlier occasions ; connected, however, throughout by a 
unity of purpose, which seems to consist in a pervading allusion (symbo- 
1108] or prophetical) to the mystery of the rejection of Israel and the calling 
οἵ the Gentiles’. 

But if 8. Luke, in the period between the Baptism and the Martyr- 
dom of John the Baptist, adheres to the order of tinte, 90, on the whole, 
does ἢ, Mark, for he observes nearly the same. sequence as 8. Luke. 
And then it will follow that S Matthew does not observe the order of 
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fame. 


§ 586. With a view to perfect clearness, we will first analyse the 
contents of each Gespel, in this pertian of the history. 


1. A detailed explanation of the 
grounds on which this conclusion rests 
would require more space than can be 
afforded within the limits of this Essay. 
The following is a bare outline of the 
facts.—The contents of this portion of 
the Gospel are these: 1. The Lord’s 
Prayer, xi. 1—13.—2. Hints and warn- 
ings of impending reprobation, xi. 14— 
xiii. 9. At the head of this serios stands 
Δ peculiar recital of the memorable inci- 
dent related by the other three Evange- 
lists, No. 19, 20 Mark, No. 16 Matt. 
(see the analysis on the following page). 
—3. Healing of the woman bowed down 
with a spirit of infirmity eighteen years, 
giii. 10—17: in this there seems to be 
8 symbolical meaning, relative te the 
Church’s release from ‘‘the ispirit af 
bondage” to the Ceremonial Law.—4. 
xiii. 18-end: two of the parables de- 
livered on the memorable occasion above 
noticed: followed by a warning of the 
reprobation of Israel, the calling of the 
‘Gentiles, and a lamentation over Jeru- 
salem.—5. xiv. 1—23. The central ob- 
ject is the parable of the marriage-feast, 
denoting the rejection of the Jews and 
substitution of Gentiles in their room :-— 
the necessity of abandoning the ties of 
kindred for Christ’s sake; the reference 
here is obvious :—“the salt which has 


lost its savour."’—6. The three parables 
in the 16th Chapter manifestly relate, 
in their mystical and prophetical sense, 
to the calling of the Gentiles. The pa- 
rable of the unjust steward seems to me 
to be attended with inexplicable difficul- 
ties until we interpret it in reference to 
this same mystery. It is closely connect- 
ed with the subsequent discourse ; indeed, 
the whole chapter, ending with the pera- 
bie of Lazarus, the meaning of which is 
obvious, forms one continuous discourse, 
connected by this idea. In xvii. 1—10, 
the same vein of allusion is still carried 
on.—7. The incident of the ten lepers, 
xvii. 11 #f., admits of a symbolical in- 
terpretation, in which the Samaritan 
represents the Gentile believers: the 
Chapter ends with a portien of the Lord's 
Prophecy of the destruction of Jerusa- 
lem.—8, The series began with prayer, 
and so it ends, xviii. 1—14. The whole 
series is introduced as an episode or ap- 
pendix at that point of the history where 
the Lord having fimished His work im 
Galilee and pronounced a wee upon the 
places in which He had taught and 
wrought, passes thence on His way to 
Jerusalem, where, as He had so often 
foretold, the sin of the nation was about 
to be consummated. 
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§ 587. It appears that the order of 8. Luke and 5, Mark is the same. 
It is no exception to the truth of this remark that S. Luke relates the call 
of the four fishermen, No. 6, after the departure from, Mark before the 
entry into, Capernaum. The explanation is obvious: S. Luke having omitted 
it in its place, supplies it when about to relate our Lord’s tours from 
Capernaum. 

But in 8S. Matthew the several events are mixed up in a way which 
at first sight is very perplexing. For instance, the incident of the Cen- 
turion ‘and that of Peter's wifes mother are referred to one and the same 
day, and that the day of the departure to Gadara, while in S. Luke the 
three incidents are referred to three several days. Again, the healing of 
the paralytic, the call of Matthew, and its dependences, are referred to the 
time of the return from Gadara, whereas according to 8. Luke they oc- 
curred on the return from the tour among the κωμοπόλεις. These and 
other such discrepancies it is simply impossible to reconcile on the sup- . 
position that all three narratives follow the order of time. Neither will 
it avail to say that the first Gospel is carcless of the order of time; it has 
in fact some very express notes of time; and I venture to say that no 
unprejudiced person reading the 8th chapter for the first time would 
imagine otherwise than that the Sermon on the Mount was followed by 
the healing of the leper, of the Centurions servant, of Peter’s wife's mother, 
and these on the same day, by the departure to Gadara. There must 
have been somewhere not a mere neglect, but an actual misconception, 
of the order of time. All that-we can do is (perhaps) to account for these 
discrepancies, to shew how the incidents came into their present order 
and connexion. 

§ 588. Now on attentively comparing the third column of the pre- 
ceding analysis with the other two, it will be seen that the incidents are 
by no means scattered about at random: there are series of incidents in 
S. Luke, to which if we single out the corresponding ones in ἃ. Matthew, 
we shall find that these lie in the same relative order, only that between 
them, here and there, other incidents are interposed, and these interposed 
incidents being singled out will be found to constitute another series of 
incidents following each other in S. Luke's order. So that the contexture 
of large portions of 8. Matthew is formed by interjoining two or more series 
of items related in the other gospels. My meaning may be rendered clearer 
by the following comparison, in which the figures. refer to the several 
items in the analysis. 


Matthew. Luke. Mark. 
1 1, (6) 1 Here, with the exception of No. 4, the 
2 (general) compare 11 ὃ. incidents of Matthew lie in the same re- 
3 13 om. lative order as in Luke and Mark. Re- 
[4 ͵ 7] jecting for the present No. 4, we have 
5 14 om. here a series of incidents identical with 


1, 118, 18, 14 of Luke and Mark, and reaching from the commencement of 
our Lord's Ministry at Capernaum to the day of His departure thence to 
Nain (i.¢. as I shall presently shew, to Jerusalem for the Pentecost). 
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Again: 
Matthew. Luke. Mark 
6 3 4 Here two seriesare interjoined 
7 departure 5 dep. 6 dep. without: displacing the se- 
[8 20 20] quence of events in either: 
9 9 9 Matt. Luke, Mark. 
[10 21 21] I. 6 3 
11 (general) 11 ὃ. 7 5 
124. calls the XII. 12 12 9 9 
[Ὁ. sends them out. 22 22 δ 11 11 ὃ. 
13 16 om. 12 a. 12 
[14 10 10] 13 16 
[15 11 11 IL 8 20 
16 19 19 10 21 
17 om. 22 a. 12 ὃ. 22 | 
18 23 23 And, rejecting No. 14 and 15, 


which form a section by themselves, the rest, 16—18, is the continuation 
of the former series. 

§ 589. Having thus brought the phenomena in a general way before 
the eye of the reader, I will explain, as briefly as may be, what has pre- 
‘sented itself to my mind as an adequate solution of the difficulties. 

The second and third Gospels note the following occasions of our Lord’s 
departing from Capernaum, the place of His stated abode : 

I. No. 5, 6, on a tour among the κωμοπόλεις, 

II. No. 15, to Nain (and Jerusalem.) 

III. No. 20, to Gadara. 

In the firet Gospel the three departures are identified. That is, whereas the 
Jirst was preceded by the miracle in Peter’s house and the flocking together 
of multitudes at the door, and the second by the Sermon on the Mount, 
the return to Capernaum, and healing of the Centurion’s servant, ail these 
the first Goepel brings together as preceding one and the same departure, 
viz. the departure to Gadara. 

Again, Mark and Luke discriminate the following returns to Capernaum : 

I. No. 9, from the tour among the κωμοπόλεις : followed by the 
healing of the Paralytic, call of Matthew, &c. 
II. No. 19, (from the visit to Jerusalem.) 
III. No. 20, from Gadara, followed by the incident of Jairus’s daugh- 
ter, &c. 
Of these the first Gospel confuses the first and third, viz. by interweaving 
into one series the events which followed upon thoee two returns. 

Here then we seem to have detected one source of the discrepancies. 
The first Gospel has confused departures from, or returns to, Capernaum, 
which lie perfectly distinct in the other two narratives. 

Again: it appears from Luke and Mark that the election of the Twelve 
Apostles occurred on the eve of the departure to Nain, their mission some 
time later, viz. after the return from Gadara. The first Gospel speaks of 
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the election only in passing, and relates their mission where the others place 
the election, i.e. just before the tour in the course of which the message 
was sent by the Baptist: comp. Matthew No. 12-13 with Luke 12-16. 
This seems to have resulted from the anticipatien of the visit to Gadara 
with which the mission of the Twelve stood in close proximity. 

. § 690 The following theory is designed to account for the phenomens 
which have been noticed. 

It is presumed that the first Gospel, in its original Hebrew form, § 143, 
consisted, in this part of it, of a certain number of wepiowai, er sections, 
each comprising a series of actions and discourses of our Saviour, ineluded 
between a return to and ἃ departure from, or a departure from and return 
to, Capernaum, the abode of ὃ. Matthew: that the present order of this 
Gospel is due not to him, but to the uninspired though doubtless apostolic 
man, who rendered it into Greek: that as the several series began and 
ended with some such general formula’ as καὶ clonA@ev cis Kaw., καὶ 
μετέβη ἐκεῖθεν, the Translator, wishing to educe an orderly narrative, 
referred these to such and such particular movements. 

And first, I suppose that the original Hebrew Gospel, in this part of 
it, began with the following series, reaching from the beginning of our 
Lord's ministry at Capernaum to the departure thence for Jerusalem (at 
Pentecost): which, however, was only expressed in a general way as 8 
departure. 

A. a. Having entered Capernaum, and called the four fishermen, 

ὃ. Our Saviour began His ministry and journeyings in Galilee : 
“went about aN Galilee, teaching in their synagogues and 
preaching ... and healing all manner of sickness, &c.” (This 
is quite general, not relating to one circuit in particular, 
but to the aspect and character of His ministry 88 a whole). 

c. One special scene of Christ’s ministry, iv. 25—viii. 1, how, on 

' an occasion when great multitudes were gathered from all 
parts (comp. Mark No. 11, iii. 8) He went up into a moun- 
tain, and when He was set, His disciples (the Twelve Apostles 
then elected) came unto Him, and he opened His mouth, 
and taught them—viz. the Sermon on the Mount. 

d. How He entered Capernaum again, and healed the Centurion’s 


servant : . 
6. And then departed from Capernaum for a season [ viz. to Jeru- 
salem ].. ν 


This series is just such as might naturally have been composed by 
8 person who was living at Capernaum during the time to which it re- 
lates. In general, its principal object seems to have been to deliver a 
copious representation of our Saviour’s teaching. With this view, the 
narrative passes on at once te the discourse which He delivered on the 
occasion of the election of the Twelve Apostles, but without specifying 
that occasion. 
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This section the Greek Redactor preserved entire, onty inserting bet weet 
e and d the incident of the leper. The reason for inserting it there will 
be manifest from the following comparison : 
1. The call of the four disciples. 1. Call of the four. 


2. Circuit in adjacent towns. - 2, General description of the first 
and all the other circuits. — 

3. Teaching there. 3. Sammeary ef teaching, δα shown 
in Sermon on the Mount. 

4. The leper healed. 4. Healing ef the leper. 


The Redactor knew that this of the leper was the first instance of healing 
which occurred during the first actual circuit from Capernsum, therefore 
he places it during the first recorded cireuit. 
§ 591. Secondly: I assume another section comprising the following 
particulars, 
B. a. How the Lord, having come to Capernaum, healed Peter's wife's 
mother. 

ὃ. On the same evening, there were great crowds assembled, in 
consequence of which our Lord withdrew for a season from 
Capernaum, [ vis. on a tour of preaching in the adjacent towns: 
which hewever was not specified in the original document. ] 

ὁ. How, having returned to Capernaum, He healed the paralytic ; 
went forth and called Matthew, sat down to meat in his house, 
made answer to the Pharisees, and to the disciples of John. 

d. Elected Twelve Apostles, and departed from Capernaum [viz. 
on the journey to Jerusaiem. | 

(This series, then, se far, is synchronous with the fermer.) 

e. Hew during that journey, John the Baptist seat messengers to 
Christ. 

J. How during this earlier portion of oar Lord's ministry the chief 
ground of enmity on the part of the Pharisees was the 
alleged violation of the Sabbath-day : this is exemplified by 
two incidents which befel ἐν éxeive τῷ καιρῷ, viz. the walk 
through the com-fields and the healing of withered hand. 
[These are but slightly out of place in order of time, having 
occurred at most a few days before d.} How a conspiracy 
was formed in consequence, and our Lord retired from those 
parts [viz., as in d]J. 

g- How the enmity of the Pharisees assumed a more malignant 
character : viz. in imputing His miracles to Satan. In conse- 
quence of which, He that same day began to teach in para- 
bles ; and after He had delivered a series of seven parables, 
departed thence. 

This series then, composed perhaps of several, but for our purpose to be 
regarded as one, extends from the opening of our Saviour’s ministry at 
Capernaum to the day of the departure to Gadara. The Redactor, how- 
ever, has annexed it to the former series as if instead of being parallel 
412 
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with that, it were its continuation : i.e. he identifies the retun Ba with the 
return Ad, and the departure Bd with Ae. 
§ 592. But thirdly, we find another series containing the followmg 
particulars : 
C. a. How our Saviour went over the sea to Gadara; healed the 
demoniacs, &c.; and returned to Capernaum. 

ὃ. How, having returned, He restored to life the daughter of Jairus 
and healed the woman diseased with an issue of blood ; and 
departing thence, restored two blind men, Sc. 

δ. And in the course of a lengthened circuit sent forth the Twelve 
Apostles. 

This series is in reality continuous with the former, but the Redactor has 
identified the departure Ca with Ae, and consequently with Bd. In conse- 
quence of this anticipation, Cb and Ce were drawn up, viz. the return 
Οὐ was identified with Be, i.e the incident of Jairus, &c. was referred 
to the same return as that of the paralytic, &c.; and place was made for 
this insertion immediately after the conversations to which Matthew's feast 
gave rise. With this view, I suppose, the Redactor supplied de suo the words 
ταῦτα λαλοῦντος, No. 10. Then Ce, the mission of the Twelve, naturally 
fell into the place (Bd) already assigned to their election. The visit to Naza- 
reth, which probably accompanied, as in Mark, the account of the mission 
of the Apostles, was rejected to its proper place, No. 17, I suppose because 
of its connexion with the incident which occurred on the day of the 
Parables, viz. the visit from the Lord's mother and brethren. 
What has been said may be represented at one view, thus: 
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A. α b e de 
True order: [5 a ὃ (4) ο (14) ἀ efg 
C. α ὃ ε. 
Intermixed A. abe (4) de 
B. abe ἃ ef g. 
order : 
C a ὃ ς 


ᾧ 593. Having thus’ adjusted the first gospel to the second and third, 
we have to adapt this narrative to the points of time noted by S. John, 


1 The theory here proposed is not to 
be confounded with that of Whiston, 
which called forth from Jeremiah Jones 
his Vindication of the former part of 
5. Matthew's Gospel. Whiston justly 
assumes a dislocation in the order of 
S. Matthew’s Gospel (down to the death 
of John the Baptist), and nothing that 
Jones has written is conclusive (as it 
seems to me) against the assumption. 
The palpable absurdity of Whiston's 
theory consists in his notion of a Gospel 
written parcel-wise on scraps of paper, 


some score of them, which were shifted 
out of their places in the hands-of the 
translator. This is very different from 
my view of three sections, originally dis- 
tinct and combined into a wrong order, 
in consequence of a confusion between 
sundry departures from, and sundry re- 
turns to, Capernaum. Let me not there- 
fore be charged with attempting to revive 
an exploded hypothesis :—in fact, I was 
not even aware of the existence of Whis- 
ton’s theory until these pages were pass- 
ing through the press. 
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namely, the festivals. I assume, then, that the departure to Jerusalem, at 
Pentecost, John v., falls at that point of 8, Luke’s narrative where our Lord 
after healing the Centurion’s servant left Capernaum, and on the following 
day arrived at Nain. For— 

1. In general, the σάββατον δεντερόπρωτον, whatever be the true 
explation of the phrase, must certainly mean a sabbath near Pentecost. 
Else had not the corm been ripe. 

2. Nain lies almost exactly on the direct road from Capernaum to 
Jerusalem ; its distance from Capernaum is one fourth part of the whale 
journey. 

3. It would indeed have been nowise surprising had John, from his 
prison in Macherus, sent messengers to our Saviour even at the extremity 
of Galilee: but if on other grounds it seems likely that the message reached 
our Saviour in the vicinity of Jerusalem, therefore comparatively at no great 
distance frem John’s prison, this in itself seems so natural that the coin- 
cidence strengthens those other grounds. Now such is the fact: whatever 
the circuit may have been in the course of which our Lord arrived at Nain, 
it was on that circuit that John’s messengers presented themeelves. 

4. At the close of Luke vii. ἐ, 6. after the message from John, we find 
our Saviour, as it seems, at Bethany near Jerusalem. At least one can 
scarcely forbear referring the beautiful incident at the close of that chapter 
to the same locality, if not to the same person, as the like incident which 
occurred a few days before the last Passover. It is well known that many 
of the ancients assume that it was the same person on both occasions who 
anointed our Lord and wiped His feet with her hair, ἐ. 6. that the “ woman 
who was a sinner,” and Mary Magdalene, and Mary sister of Lazarus, are 
one and the same person. There may be serious objections to this view, 
nor is it necessary to my purpose to assume its correctness; but certainly 
the occurrence of an act so extraordinary on two occasions, and on each in 
the house of a Simon, prompts the inference that the place was the same, 
and that the act on the latter occasion was suggested by the recollection of 
-what had occurred on the former. 

5. Lastly, there seems to be no other place in the narrative at which 
the 5th chapter of 5. John can be so conveniently let in. Perhaps indeed 
it might be inserted between No. 9 and 10 of the Analysis, i. 6. after the 
call of Matthew and before the σάββατον δευτερόπρωτον. But Luke 
and Mark give no hint of an extensive journey at that point of their 
Narrative. 

In general, we may remark how aptly the narrative in John succeeds 
to and completes the series in the synoptical Gospels, in these two respects. 

1. According to the first three Gospels, the chief ground of offence in 
this part of our Lord's ministry was found in the alleged violation of the 
Sabbath. In the very next scene of His ministry, Luke and Mark No. 19, 
Matthew No. 16, the opposition assumed a different character. Just before 
the election of the Twelve, there was a conspiracy of the Pharisces with the 
Herodians to destroy Him, because of His works on the Sabbath-day, Mark 
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ii. 22.-χ, & Immedistely after their return home, Ne 19, we find the 
Pharisees from Jerusalem, blaspheming Him, not as a sabbath-breaker, but 
gs working miracles by the aid of the power of darkness. Intermediste 
between these two occurrences we find Him working a miracle on the 
Sabbath at Jerusalem, fer which “the Jews persecuted Jesus and sought 
to kill Him, because He did these things on the Sebbath-day.” And upon 
His saying, “ My Father worketh hitherto, and I work,” “the Jews sought 
the more to kill Him beeause He not only did break the Sabbath, but said 
that God was His own Father, making Himself equal wth God." John v. 
16—18. In which occurrence we seem to see the two distinct momenta 
of the Jewish opposition, the transition from the ome to the other. . 

' 2. One cannot but feel how aptly our Lord’s sayings concerning the 
Baptist in John v. concur with what is related in the synoptical accounts. 
In these we find Him speaking of the greatness of John's mission and minis- 
try, the eagerness with which men flocked into the wilderness to see him, 
the levity and unbelicf with which they received his preaching. It is just 
so here: “there is another which beareth witness ef Me, and I know that 
his witness is trae: ye have sent unto John, and he hath borne witness unte 
the trath. He was the lamp which burneth and shineth: amd ye were 
willing for a season to rejoice in his light.” On which we may further re- 
maark that the very words imply that, when these words were spoken, John 
was yet living indeed (μαρτνρεῖ), but that his ministry was at an end 
(ἐκεῖνος qv...umere ἠθελήσατε). 

§ 594. The place of the 6th chapter of S. John is obvious: the 7th 
Sth, Sth, and pert of the 10th {to v. 22), containing the history of the Feast 
of Tabernacles, mrast be inserted as early as possible after the 6th. And we 
find ἃ vacant space for this insertion between the 6th and 7th of 3 Mark. 
For the description with which the former chapter ends implies a journey 
(“ whitherscever He entered, into villages or cities or country, &&c.” vi. 56), 
and the 7th chapter begins with a notice relating to the presence of 
“certain of the scribes which came from Jerusalem.” 

The time of the feast of Dedication (John x. 22) manifestly lies after 
the final departure from Galilee, Matt. xix. 1. Mark x. 1. The particulars 
of this journey are related by 8. Luke ix. 51, ff. The route Ixy through 
‘Samaria, ib. 52, and the Lord’s arrival at Jerusalem, though not expressed, 
is implied at x. 38, ff., where He is seen at Bethany. 

' There remains of 8. John only the 11th chapter, and this may be in- 
serted between the sojourn in Perea, Matt. xix. 1, and the final visit to 
Jerusalem, xx. 17}. 


1 It is not necessary for my purpose | Lazarus, John xii. 1—11, (Matt. xxvi. 
to coustruct a harmony of the events of | 6—13, Mark xiv. 1-9). Monday, the 
the Passion Week. The chronology I | procession into Jerusalem; the Lord en- 
arrange thus. Sunday 13 March,9 Nisan, { ters the Temple, and ‘looks round on 
‘the Lord arrives at Bethany, and is | all things,” then, evening being come, 
anointed that evening by Mary sister of | returns to Bethany. Matt. xxi. l—11, 
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Calendar of Jewish and Julian Days from the Baptism a.v. 28, 
. to the Peniecost Δ. Ὁ. 29. 


AD. 
Tu. Jan. 6, Tebeth 20. Baptism. 
Su. Feb. 15, Adar 1. End of 40 days. 


Sa. ... 28, ... 14, Perim. 
Mo. Mar. 15, Nisan 1. 
Su. 28, ... 14. Pascha. 


Mo. Apr. δ, Nisan 22. End of Azyma. 

Sa. Apr. 10, 17, 24: May 1, 8,15: 
Sabbaths betw. Pascha and Pent. 

Tu. May 18, Sivan 6. Pentecost. 


Sa. June 12, Thammuz 1. 
Mo. ... 28, 17. 
Su. July 11, Ab 1. 
Tu. ᾿... 20, ... 10. 


' Su. Aug. 29, Elul 20. John Baptist 


beheaded ? 

We. Sept. 8, Tisri. 1. 

Tu. ... 1%, ... 10. The Great 
Day of Atonement. 


. Sept. 22, Tisri 15. Tabernaoles. 
. Oct. 8, Marchesvan 1. 

Nov. 6, Kisleu 1. 

Tu. ... 90, ... 25. Enownia. 
Mo. Dec. 6, Tebeth 1. 


Mark xi. 1—ll. The Gentiles desive to 
see Jesus: the beginning ef the Seviour’s 
agony : the voice from Heaven. Here 8. 
John, who adds these particulars, cleses 
his history of our Saviour’s preaching to 
the Jews, xii. 12-50. Mr. Greswell has 
well observed the mystical import of this 
visit to the Temple, vis. that our Sa- 
viour as the True Paschal Lembd pre- 
sented Himself before Ged on the day 
appointed for that purpose, Diss. iii. 85 
(see also the “ economy”’ noted in § 349). 
— Tuesday, the barren fig-tree cursed, em- 


A.D. Ὁ. 


Tu. Jan. 4, Shebat 1. 
Th. Feb. 3, Adar 1. 


We. Feb. 16, Adar 14. Purim. 

Sa. Mar. 5, Nisan 1. 

Sa. 12, .. 8. 

Su. 13, .. & 

Mo. 14, .. 10. 

Tu. 15, ... 11. 

We. 16, .. 12. 

Th. 17, .-- 13. Sapper. 

Fr. 18, -.. 14, Crucifixion. 
Pascha. 

Sa. 19, 15. Azyma. 

Su. 20, 16. Resurrec- 
tion. 

Su. 27, 23. 


Th. Apr. 28, Ijar 25. The 40th 
day from the Resurrection ; 
Ascension. 

Su. May 8, Sivan 6. Pentecost: 

Descent of the Holy Ghost. 


biem of Jerusalem’s reprobation, Mark 
xi. 12—19: comp. Luke xix. 41—4, 
which belongs to the same time :—the 
cleansing of the Temple, symbolical 
of Jerusalem's judgment, Matt. xxi. 
12317. Wednesday, on the way to Je- 
rusalem the disciples remark that the 
fig-tree is withered up, Mark xi. 20-—26 ; 
‘diseourses in the Temple, ib. xi. 27—xii. 
end. The Prophecy on the Mount of 
Olives, xiii— Thursday, the Last Sup- | 
per, &c. 
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S. JOHN. & LUKE 


Christ baptized iii.21,22.- +--+ - + = 
The temptation iv.1—13. - - + + + + + 


John's testimony : call of 
Andrew, &c. i. 19.-end. 
(space of 4 days, 29, 35, 43.) 
Departure to Galilee i. 43. Return to Galilee 14, 15. 
Marriage at Cana, 3rd day : 
to Capernaum, (“not 
many days”) ii. 1—12. 
At Jerusalem, Passover, 
ii, 13—iii. 21. 
Residence in Judea: dis- 
ciples baptize iii. 22.-end. 
Through Samaria (2 days) 
to Galilee . iv. 1—42. To Nazareth, on a Sab- 
From Cana to Capernaum: bath: “A Prophethathno 
“Jesus testified that a honour, &c.” departure 
Prophet,” &c. iv. 43.-end. to Capernaum iv. 16—31. 
[Call of 4 dise., v. 1—11.] 
Demoniac in synagogue, a 
Sabbath. 
Same day, Peter's wife's mo- 
ther. 
Evening, multitude at door. 
Departure from Caper- 
naum on circuit to adja- 
cent towns iv. 81.- ἐπα. 
A leper healed, v. 12—16. 


Paralytic borne of four, 
v. 17—26. 

Call of Levi: feast: an- 
swer to Pharisees and 
John’s disc., v. 27—39. 
Walk in corn-fields, on a 
Sabbath. On another Sab- 
bath the withered hand, 
vi. 1—12. 
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S. MARK. 


John imprisoned: Jesas 
began to preach in Gali- 
lee . . . | i. 34, WS. 


Call of 4 fishermen . 16. 


Enters Capernanm . 17. 
id. 
id. 
éd. 

1. 17—38. 

id. i 40_end. 


to Capernaum . ii 1. 
td. ii, 1—19. 
iL, 13—22. 


RR 


ii, 23—iii. 6. 
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8. MATTHEW. . Tom. 
Senres A. Sens B. 
. © © «© «~~» iti, 138-end. Baptism, 6 Jan. a.p. 28. 
. . eo 8s e »ρ iv. 1--1]. 
End of February. 
Passover, 14 Nisan, 28 Mar. 
John imprisoned. Jesus left 
Nazareth, and came to Sabbath at Nazareth, 17 
. Capernaum iv. 12—17. , April. 
id. 18—22. 
A general description of the 


ministry in Galilee : [ fol- 
-  Jowed by a summary of 
the Lord’s teaching, viz. Healing of Peter's wife's 
Sermon on the Mount,] mother . viii 14,15. 
iv. 23 ; viii. 1. 


Sabbath at Capernaum, 24 
April. 


Multitudes: a departure 
from Capernaum 16 ff. 


Leper healed . viii. 1—4. 
A return to Capernaum 
ix, 1. 


Paralytic healed. 


Call of Matthew: feast: 
answer to Pharisees and 
John’s disc. ix. 1—17. 
[These two incidents given Sabb. in corn-fields, 1 May. 


later: not in order of Néxt Sabbath . 8 May. 
time . . xii. 1—21.] 


Elect. of Twelve vi. 12—16. 
Sermon on Mount 17.-end. 


Centurion’s servant, 
vii. 1—10. 
Departure: next day to 
Nain. . . . 11—17. 
Message from John, 18—35. 


At Jerusalem: Feast of At Bethany . . 36.-end. 
Pentecost. . v.1—47. 


Circuit Φ e e Vili. 1—3. 


Visit of Mother and bre- 
thren. 


Parables . . viii. 4—21. 
One day, departure to Ga- 
dara. 


Return to Capernaum, 
22—39. 
Jairus: healing of the wo- 
man which had an issue, 
40.-end. 


Mission of Twelve, ix.I—6. 


Martyrdom of John 7. 


Return home: ἔρχονται 
εἷς oixov «. . i 12. 


Blasphemy of Scribes from 
Jerusalem. Visit of Mo- 


ther and brethren, 
in. 79.-end. 


Same day, Parables. 
Same evening, departure to 
Gadara. 


Return to Capernaum, 
iv. 1; ν᾿. 31. 
id. v. Zl .-ead. 


Departure to Nazareth, 
vi. 1I—€. 
Mission of T welve,vi.7—13. 


Martyrdom of John 14 
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8. MATTHEW. 
Senres A. Senirs B. 
id. 
iv. fin. 
Sermon on Mount v, vi, vil. 
Return to Capernaum : 


Centurion’s servant, 
viii. 5—13. 


Healing of demoniac : blas- 
phemy of scribes. 

Visit of Mother and bre- 
thren. 


Series C. 
Same day, Parables. 
Departure to Gadara. Departure thence, 
xii, 22—xiii. 53. 
Return to Capernaum, 
viii. 18—34. 

Jairus: woman ix. 18—28. 
Healing of blind and dumb: 

renewed blasphemy of 

Pharisees. 


Mission of Twelve, 
ix. 35—10.-end. 
Martyrdom of John, xiv. 1. 
[From this point the order of 8, Matthew accords with 
that of Luke and Mark. ] 


» 


Pentecost : Tuesday 
18th May. 


From the 
latter 
part of 

May 
to the 
end of 


August. 


29 August? a.p. 28. 


[ app. Iv. 


HARMONY OF THE FOUR GOSPELS. 


652 


“1H WOAON 
jo 
Sarau3eq 
OY} 0} 
doquieydog 
jo pua 
OY} W101 J 
“ydag 9g Aupan} 
“By sem Atp 170} 91 
ὋΖ ‘a°v “dag ZZ 
HSL ΟἹ 
‘soppuaieqs J, 


"83 ᾿ΑὙ ‘zequiajdog 


BL TAX—06 ‘Ax 


‘PS—T ἽΠΑ 
ΟΡΙ ΘΙ 706 0} 9001} 


(URL) YpopSeyy : (Χτ00γ) νμπιῦα 06 


0} απ μυσορ 


᾿ΡΌΘΕΏΟΙ, 1, 101 911} JO ΟἸ ΒΖ 


.0ζ--. “AX 


‘PuI—ZE 


Jeag jo δι 90} 
"IQ—L ‘MA 


“BOTL[BE) JO BOG 91} 07 WINjoy 
ΙΑ͂Ι, JO pooysnoqysiou 0} oinjzrudag 


 SUOIIIP 


01} ZUWIIOUD θβτιοῦῦ WaTESNIEL Woy soostIEy 


Ῥυθ--αξζζ 
“ἀηϑτ9490 0} ΤΠ: 29} 


ἽἼΖ--Ἰ *alx 
ῬυυθΏΟΤΓΙ, GALT OT} 
39 9PVIT, : eopdyosrp 
Out THM coed 4108 
“op Ὁ 0} HUHA Ὃν 
Yreap 5 Wyo Jo Bure Fy 


ἽὝΠΟΡρ Jo wWopiszTV Hy 


‘MAUHLLVIV ‘8 


99 

᾿Αουχποί 10 “ποοσον 
49- Ὸ} 
‘unsuledey 01 wiIn}oy 


"LIL “XY “pues 
“nolL ΘΑΤ 10 Zurpes,y 
“epres 
“9g JO Hlasap 01 9179} 
:sa[}90d Y 941} Jo WIN}0y7 
ἽΠ|Ορ Jo WoprAyEHY 


AUNT 8 


"1S °X——T “HA 

“HIG OY} 191}8 ΠῚ 
sxovusegny, jo Avp 
Up Wor “Wapesnial yy 


Ῥιώ--οὶ ἽΔ 
᾿ἀπυπχϑάθο 01 WIN}9y 


ΙΑ 

*B9AB0"] OY} JO 9] ΌΤΙ 
ayy, ‘ksdoa be sab 
“he δὲ. “β΄ “OOTHTBD 
jo vos 911} puodaq snsoe 


‘NHOP '8 


653 


HARMONY OF THE FOUR GOSPELS. 


ὋΖ 'αΑὙ MO UOAON 


Ἵ σι 

ὌθΡΙΟρ puod 
ϑαΌΞΡΕρ Jo δϑαθαοο 
OY} OFUT OUTS pus 99Π| 
~2x) Wioly poyzedop 95 
‘sdurAesosoy3 [Te post 
“ug pey θη890 TOT A » 
"SE—T THAX 

‘BVITDATSIOJ 

uo : poaoider sousu 
-Tura-o1d 10} oyndsiqy 
Ῥυϑ-νξ 

ὁ ἄϑποσι oynqury, 
ἐππιστιαϑθο 19 Ἰθάμαν 


Ὅ5 “ἘΠ “MAX 


ἘΓΠῚΑΧ ΘΙ “TAX 


» 


Ὶ Χ 1061 Bat 
-Youe} SUM ὑπ 9.0 
“ng jo souyucd oy} 
0} OUIBO 99) “θ0091}} 


dn vues Buys ,, 
ΝΠ πα °°" on BTTA 


-op yuo Suysvo ouc 
-οοπϑύταιο-οταὰ 10] 

oyndsrp Aem oy} 4q 

: WINVaIEdBD 0} 9917 

“ὦ ysnory} Aoumor 

‘GS—EI *xX! 


“CL XE—LS “THA 


‘Yq VUSAD γυ “Pt 


"19 ‘XY εἡπποῖθε 
“Nise SprBAio} 08 0} 
008. stpy 195 OFF ‘dn 
W9yBy oq prnoys ΘΗ 
4510} ρογοχάταιοο Furoq 
eso sfep ο} 88 puy,, 


Ὅ9- Ὁ += ‘BITAOp 180 
ϑαηθυῦ eug :s0ueu 
-tura-e1d «roy oyndsiqy 


"St— LE 

‘orpEUN 91 ἥν» PANT 
‘9E—BI'X! ‘uonjemay 
“SUNT, 911 (9 “HUY 
‘yauyq) sAep g 10338 
PUB : ποιθθομιοο 5.19794 


[ apr. rv. 


, ἄ 
SuyuuyFeq 
θη) 
Wor 


ὅτ- xp 
ῬΙ 


Ἵ χιχ 

« ἍΠΗ ὈΘΆΔΟΠΟΣ sopnz 
Πα 19913 pus ‘UEp 
-10¢ Ῥαοῖθᾳ vapus 


‘SIZ ‘X 
*OMOATP ZaTW1900100 
soomVY Jo uorsend 


"LS , Supqovs, ar0yy 
sUa Of pues “03 
“8 WH 0}UN 4rOsax 
ejdoed oy} pue ‘uep 
“t0¢ puoteq vapne 


ΡΟ *X “OLY 
oyun payosear AuvuUT 
pus ery 38 pez} 
~deq uyor aro ‘uep 
ΟΡ puofeq samarz 
“ὍΠΗ, 9501 07 34 8n08 


HARMONY OF THE FOUR GOSPELS. 


654 


JO souym0D 04} OL ,, JO sauyU0D oy} oF ,, BMP OY} 101} FaTMouyy 
“PL THAX—] ‘1x 
_’xipued "6E—-ZS 'Χ 
"6S “QV “IOqUIOAON OG “dy ,, 91} SMor]og ozazy “no[seyy ΟΖ elusouy 
JO 1599 “ὠθοϑη. 90) 2}; 
“Δυρ 20 snger 
“LE °X—T19 *XI 
“UB; LIVUTS 


" poo ey} 10 91 Βα 6 
ΧΧΊ 90) jo τῶι! 
“OY Ὁ091Π0Ό91) JO 5τῖλλο 
oy} UO ποιῃθιουπιπθα 
ΧΧΊ 4} JO norsstyy 
‘SLIvUlRG YInosq} 
eoTyex) wow Asumoe 
“OUT, “AMNT Ὁ ΝΗΟΡ °S 


‘MUHLLVYW Ὁ “MUVA 'S 


HARMONY OF THE YOUR GOSPELS. 


ᾧ 694. 


"66 ΦΧ ET 
kepung WOFLGLONIL) 90 O10Joq YOU wor OY} Jo ΔΟΊΗ 971 supFeq Θ198 
Δ EX "BI-—’E *X | Δ Ἴ|χ-Ἰρ “TAX 
“ἀαθϑε 18 [BAIT 
“47 a “ly “oper ysnargy 
63 “av ‘moresnicg 0} Aou 
, . «ἀποί yeu, Uo ornzredeg 
ΤῊΝ PY PY 1 "repro 
jo Ἢ ‘seouzopria 981 
UY Oo θοῦ ‘ured 07 8211} 
“Ol SNSIF ᾿τολοῦῦθ 
pucces exojaq 3601 you ΠΟΥ 
om -OBLIMSIZ : 5:1 8297 
- JO Yop pus sHeUHOIG 
0) ‘LIT χα ‘paws ' 
“Sula oq) UT sZanOg ὍΡΩΙ oainoosrp om 
low eae ou} 10 θ]6 94 9 ΘΗ τὸ sin 
80 “av hs De ἀνὰ ‘IgGl = Sueur ϑατιοῖ You ou 
OC—tr ἋΣ: 7 suapryo ϑαποῖ oy 


‘aq WII0e(] ῬΙ 


656 _- JARMONY OF THE FOUR GOSPELS. [ AFP. TV. 


ᾧ 595. And now let the unprejudiced Reader consider whether the 
portions of time here laid out be sufficient for the series of incidents 
severally allotted to them. 

I. And first, with respect to the interval from Passover to Pentecost, 
which is here made to include the occurrences in John ii. 13—iv. δέ, and 
Luke iv. 16—vii. end. Is the space of seven weeks too scanty for this series 
of incidents? Let us examine.—The Pentecost of a. p. 28 fell on Tuesday 
18 May. Now since the distance from Capernaum to Jerusalem, being 
eighty miles, is more than could well have been accomplished in two days 
(Sunday and Monday), it follows that one Sabbath, Saturday 15 May, inter- 
vened between the departure from Capernaum and the Festival. Suppose 
then either that Saturday 15 May was passed on the way to Jcrusalem, or 
else that it was the Sabbath noted in John v. the day on which the Lord 
healed the impotent man at the pool of Bethesda. Then the Sabbath (at 
Capernaum) on which our Lord healed the man with the withered hand, 
may be Saturday 8 May: the Sabbath of the walk through the com, Satur- 
day 1 May: the Sabbath at Capernaum, on which He healed the demoniac 
and Peter's wife's mother, Saturday 24 April: the Sabbath at Nazareth, 
Saturday 17 April. There remain then three weeks (from the Passover) for 
the residence in Judea and the return to Galilee through Samaria. I can 
discover no sufficient reason for thinking threc weeks too short an allowance. 
Suppose (as is likely) that our Saviour remained in or near Jerusalem until 
the end of the Paschal week, one week more is sufficient for the contents 
of John iii. 22.—end. At atime when Judea was swarming with the multi- 
tudes which had come up for the Festival, a very few days would suffice 
to attract to Him and His disciples the attention which is spoken of in 
S. John's account, iii. 26. iv.1. A week more, of which two days were spent 
in Samaria, would bring Him to Nazareth.—The next week, 17—24 April, 
presents no difficulty. To the next after that, 24 April—l May, I have 
assigned the tour among the κωμοπόλεις, which we know to have begun 
early on Sunday morning, and to have occupied but a few days, Mark i. 40: 
the healing of the leper occurred during that tour: and on the return to 
Capernaum we have the history of just one day, viv. the healing of the 
paralytic and the Call of Matthew. After this, ¢wo Sabbaths are mentioned, 
which being assigned to the Ist and the 8th of May, there remains a week 
or nine days for the subsequent occurrences down to the time of our Lord's 
arrival at Jerusalem. These are, the Election of the Twelve and the 
Sermon on the Mount, followed, perhaps on the same day, by the return 
to Capernaum and healing of the Centurions servant. The Mountain 
(τὸ ὄρος) on which the Sermon was delivered was, probably, close by 
Capernaum (the expression denotes, I think, the ridge which skirts the lake 
on both sides nearly its whole length). On the next day we find our Lord 
at Nain: for the rest of the journey (including the interview with John’s 
disciples, and the entertainment in Simon’s house) there is ample time even 
though the Sabbath at Bethesda (John v.) should be the Saturday pre- 
ceding the Pentecost, i.e. the 15th May.—Those who are accustomed to 


ᾧ 595, 596.] | HARMONY OF THE FOUR GOSPELS. 657 


the large demands of time which are commonly made by writers on the 
Hannony and Chronology of the Gospels, will be surprised perhaps to find 
how very gratuitous such demands are—how small a portion of time is 
really of necessity implied in the narrative. For my own part, it seems 
to me that the facility with which the story fits itself into the measures 
prescribed by the cardinal points of the present scheme, is no slight evi- 
dence of the truth and reality of the scheme itself. Nor can I forbear to 
remark, that an arrangement which gives a continuous series of occurrences, 
and a portion of time so aptly commensurate with the requirements of the 
narrative, carries with it much clearer verisimilitude than one which neces- 
sarily leaves whole months an entire blank, and represents the history of 
the Redeemer as shewing a day or two here and a day or two there 
abruptly prominent amid wide spaces of vacancy. I cannot find that the 
course of events, on this scheme, becomes unduly crowded: but should 
any of my readers be of a different opinion, I may remark that ample 
room will be obtained by inserting the Pentecost and 5th chapter of 
S. John higher up in the series—suppose between the Call of Matthew and 
the Σαββατον Sevrepompwrov: 8 less probable construction, it seems to 
me, but still possible. 

§ 596. And this leads to a question which must not be passed over in 
silence: viz. what may be the meaning of that strange and much-disputed 
expression Σάββατον Sevreporpwrov ? 

According to the analogy of the language observable in compounds of 
this kind, the term must mean one or other of the following things:— 
1. “Second from the first,” é.e. implying a series of Sabbaths-or days of 
which one is “ first,” and another second, as reckoned from that first: as that 
unique word (quoted in the lexicons from a writer of the Lower Empire) 
δευτερέσχατος “second from the last.” But I scarcely need remark that 
such a compound of πρῶτος were simply idle, since every δεύτερος is 
second from some πρῶτος. This then may be rejected.—2. ““ Secondarily 
first,” holding the first place in the second order or rank. So δευτερα- 
qemornys, &c.: and we find the phrase δευτέρων πρωτεύειν “to hold the 
first place among (cities, or the like) of the second rank,” which, condensed 
into a compound, might, perhaps, give such a phrase as δευτεροπρώτη 
πόλις, “acity holding the first place among second-rate cities.” Similarly, 
applied to a Sabbath, the word might mean “a Sabbath which is first or 
chief in the second degree of importance.” Then one would say (with 
Valckenir) that the expression was descriptive of the Saturday in the 
week of Pentecost: that the Sabbath in the paschal-week being preemi- 
nently Σάββατον μέγα (perhaps Taf. πρῶτον, though there is no proof 
that it ever had this name), the corresponding Sabbath in Pentecost would 
be called δευτερόπρωτον, nay, perhaps also that of Tabernacles τριτό- 
πρωτον. Of all the explanations known to me this seems the best, indeed 
the only likely one. But it falls under the same fatal objection with the 
rest. 8. Luke, writing for Gentiles, was not likely to invent such a descrip- 
tion: if he used the word in this technical sense, it must have been because 
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he found it in use among the Jews, as a familiar well-known designation : 
yet not a trace of its use is to be met with (so far as 1 am aware) in any 
Jewish writer ancient or modern. Moreover, unless we suppose that the 
designation was familiarly understood by Gentiles as well as Jews, it is very 
unlikely that 8. Luke, if he used it at all, would have omitted to annex 
some introductory phrase, such as Σαββ. τὸ λεγόμενον δευτερόπρωτον. 
These objections, as I said, apply to this particular explanation in common 
with all others which assume a technical hierological meaning of the term. 
—3. Like δευτερόγαμος, Sevrepoworpos, the word may mean “first a 
second time:” but there seems to be no conceivable sense in which a 
Sabbath could be so described —4. It is possible, etymologically, that the 
compound denotes that which is at once first and second, first in one re- 
spect, second in some other, somewhat like the ἔνη καὶ νέα of the Greek 
Calendar. This is the sense in which Mr. Greswell explains the term ; 
but the explanation seems to me so far-fetched, and the assumption on 
which it rests so unmeaning, that I shall not occupy the reader's time with 
any further notice of it. See the Dissertations, Vol. nm. 301—319. 

The explanation which is most commonly received, that of Scaliger, 
according to which this compound is condensed from the formula “frst 
sabbath (or week) after the second day of unleavened bread,” has no 
support in the analogy of the language. It may well be doubted whether it 
would ever have occurred to any writer of Greek to represent that for- 
mula by so harsh and obscure a phrase: nor is any evidence produced to 
shew that any such formula was in use among the Jews.—“ First sabbath 
of the second month” and “first of two contiguous sabbaths,” i.e. an ordinary 
and an extraordinary, are interpretations equally unwarranted by gram- 
matical analogy and hierological usage.—The mystical senses given by 
some of the Fathers, serve only to shew that the phrase was as perplex- 
ing to them as it is to us moderns. 

§ 597. In brief then: since the expression seems to be philologically 
inexplicable ; since there is nothing to shew that any such designation 
ever existed among the Jews; since, supposing it to have existed, there 
seems to be nothing in the circumstances of the incident which could 
make it interesting or important that the Sabbath in question should be 
so designated by 8. Luke; since, supposing him to have used the term 
at all, he was not likely to have used it so nakedly; lastly, since the 
phrase is unknown to the other Evangelists—on all these accounts it seems 
to me that the word itself is wholly or partially interpolated. Several 
MSS. and versions omit the word: and the patristic evidence is such as 
to leave it at best doubtful. So at least Lachmann represents the matter, 
indicating the questionable authenticity of the word by enclosing it in 
brackets. Anctpitia censenda sunt testimonia, cum longinquorum testium 
consensus aliorum item locis digunctorum in diversa testificatione consensu 
elevatur, p. viii. Agreeably with which canon of criticism he says, p. xxxvi., 
Qua tam Greci quam Latini partim habent alii ignorant uncis inclusimus : 
qualia......cv σαββάτῳ [δευτεροπρώτῳ)] Now suppose the Evangelist 
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to have Written ἐγένετο δὲ ἐν σαββάτῳ διαπορενεσθαι αὐτὸν «.7.A., 
then the intrusion of the word δευτεροπρώτῳ may be thus accounted for. 
First δευτέρῳ might come into the text from a marginal gloss intimating 
that this was the second Sabbath in 8. Luke’s account of our Lord's ministry 
in and about Capernaum: the account began with the general statement 
καὶ ἣν διδάσκων ἐν τοῖς σάββασιν, “He made a practice of teaching on 
the Sabbath,” and the first such occasion was the particular Sabbath there 
noted (iv. 31), this the second, and another following at v. 6. Then the 
text being ἐν σαββάτῳ δευτέρῳ, the πρώτῳ may be referred to another 
marginal note interrogatory, or explanatory, or perhaps corrective, in respect 
of δευτέρῳ. On the whole, however, I think it more likely that 8, Luke 
himself wrote ἐν σαββάτῳ δευτέρῳ in the sense above described, i.e. mean- 
ing that this incident happened on the next Sabbath after that which he 
had spoken of at iv. 31. In short, I conceive that the Evangelist in this 
part of his history is giving an account of each Sabbath as it occurred: 
the first at iv. 31: the second, here: another, at v. 6. The reason for 
this several mention and enumeration of Sabbaths, may perhaps be found 
in the circumstance above noticed, viz. that the enmity of the Pharisees 
first manifested itself in a charge of violating the Sabbath. It appears 
from our construction, that each Sabbath in this portion of our Saviour's 
ministry supplied materials for such accusation, and it may have been 
the writer's intention to intimate that ‘such was the case’. 

§ 598. II. The period between Pentecost and Tabernacles, of 120 
or 130 days, is amply sufficient for the events which have been assigned 
between those limits. In fact, we have here, in detail, the history of 
only a few days, viz. (1) the day on which our Lord began to teach in 
parables, very soon after which He sent forth the Twelve Apostles: before 
this lies an extensive circuit, Luke viii. 1—3: (2) the day of the miracle 
in the wilderness, which occurred on the return of the Apostles from their 
circuit, which may well be supposed to have occupied several weeks. 

The former of these days stands marked in awful characters as a 
day of Provocation, and portentous of judgment ready to go forth. On 
that day it was, that the malignity ofjthe “ Pharisees and Scribes which 
came from Jerusalem” revealed itself in that atrocious blasphemy, ‘By 
the Prince of the Devils casteth He out devils.” That occurrence im- 
parts a character of peculiar solemnity to all the incidents which are 
recorded of this and the following day. First, there was the warning 


1 I know not what may be the anti- 
quity of the order of “‘ Leasons” de- 
scribed in the Jewish Calendars, as con- 
structed by Lamy and Calmet, but the 
following coincidence is too curious to 
be passed over in silence. The Sabbath 
of the walk in the com-fields was, ac- 
cording to my construction, Saturday, 


1 May; Pentecost =6 Sivan fell in that 
year on Tuenday 18 May, therefore 
1 May was 19 Ijar. Now the Calendar 
at that very day gives for the Lesson from 
the Law the portion beginning at Levit. 
xxi. 1. and ending at xxv. 1. the very 
portion of the Law which contains the 
ordinance of the shew-bread xxiv. 5—9. 
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concerning the Irremediable Sin: its dire consequences to the guilty 
Nation, seven devils worse than the one which had been cast out for a 
while, entering in and taking up their abode there: then, the impending 
reprobation of the Nation symbolized in act by the Lord's refusal to 
admit His kindred after the flesh, His mother and brethren, and at the 
same time in words, in His reply to the woman of the company who 
lifted up her voice and blessed the womb which bare Him, and the breasts 
which nourished Him': then His going forth from the house and dis- 
coursing to the people in parables, so veiling the truth from their eyes, 
‘to the intent that seeing they might see and not perceive, and hearing 
might hear and not understand, dest they should convert and their sins 
should be forgiven them,” Mark iv. 12; expressions which we must not 
soften down, nor attempt to mitigate the stern emphasis with which 
they betoken the judicial blindness all but even now inflicted, by Him 
clearly foreseen, upon a people which stood upon the verge of the un- 
pardonable Sin. For whatever may be the idea of the Lord's parables in 
general, certainly the parables of that day were not designed to convey in 
easy popular forms truths meant to be apprehended by the multitude of 
“those that were without.” No: the Lord’s purpose is too plainly ex- 
pressed to admit of such a representation. The subjects, too, of that 
day's teaching were “mysteries of the kingdom of God,” “dark sayings, 
hidden from the foundation of the world,” intimations respecting the 
kingdom of God and the kingdom of darkness, meet to be withheld even 
in mercy, though judicially withal, from a people unprepared to hold 
the Truth in a pure heart and loving spirit. After this, the history re- 
lates His departure to the other side (from the Jews fo Gentiles); the 
storm which surprised the ship on her passage (the Church as she passed 
from the Jewish to the Gentile world); the wretched condition of the 
heathen demoniac (the Gentile world as possessed by Satan); the blessed 
healing ; the devils rushing into the herd of swine (Satan’s host cast out 
of heathendom, taking possession of reprobate Israel, and precipitating it to 
its destruction).—All these incidents form a continuous symbol, an acted 
prophecy, as it were, of that great crisis which was approaching in the 
destinies of the People of God. 

This prophetical and symbolical connexion of the incidents of those 
two days, furnishes evidence to the reality of the historical connexion in 
which they stand in 8. Mark and 5. Luke. In the first Gospel, the 
symbol is disrupted, the voyage to Gadara does not stand there as the. 
significant sequel and complement of the day of Parables. Instead of it, 
the narrative passes on at once to the Lord's visit to Nazareth, which 
has indeed a symbolical significance of the same kind, on which account 
perhaps the Redactor retained that place for it, when otherwise he might 
have drawn it higher up in his narrative, viz. along with the story of 
the mission of the Apostles, ix. 365. 


1 See above p. 638, note. 
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As for the time of this momentous epoch, I may remark that it cannot 
(upon our premisses) lie very wide of a day recorded and commemorated as 
a day of provocation—the 17th of the fourth month’. See above § 361, 394. 

§ 599. How long a time the Apostles were absent on their mission 
is not expressed. We may well suppose that it occupied several weeks. 
The exact date of John the Baptist’s martyrdom may be the very day 
assigned in the tradition, 29 August; from that day to the Feast of 
Tabernacles, 22 Sept., are about three weeks, and it must have been 
during these weeks that the Apostles returned and told the Lord of 
John's death and burial, of Herod’s consternation at the fame of Jesus, 
and how he desired to see Him. Else, at the time of the miracle of 
feeding, which occurred presently after their return, it could not have 
been said that “the Feast of the Jews was at hand.”—Here I will notice 
an objection which may be raised from an assumed physical fact: viz. at 
the time of the miracle “there was much green grass in the place,” 
John vi. 10. Mark vi. 39: which, it is asserted, could not be the case in 
the month of September, after the heats of summer and before the fall 
of “the former rains.” Now I suppose it may be assumed as a fact 
that the pastures of Palestine generally have a very arid appearance at 
that time of the year; but surely in watered hollows the case may be 
different, and why may not the desert place belonging to Bethsaida have 
been such? The very situation of Bethsaida Julias (for that was the scene 
of the miracle) at the spot where the Jordan enters the lake, points it 
out as likely to have answered this description —One more remark must 
be made in this place. A difficulty has been raised (see Baronius ann. 32 
and Casaubon Evercitat.) with respect to the tardiness with which the fame 
of Jesus reached Herod; and not a needless difficulty upon the usual as- 
sumption ; for if our Saviour’s miracles and teaching commenced a full year, 
nay, as some say, two years, before John’s martyrdom, it certainly is sin- 
gular that Herod should not have heard of Jesus until a time when he 
could imagine that this Worker of miracles was John himself risen 
from the dead. Upon our construction, the difficulty is scarcely worth 
noticing. The imprisonment of John occurred early in April of this 
year; the reason for it was the reproof concerning Herodias, “it is not 
lawful for thee to have her:” the time of this reproof was, I presume, 
anterior to the actual marriage, namely, the time when the daughter of 
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' The 17th of the 4th month in this 
year would be the 28th of June. Now 
the Mission of the Twelve Apostles oc- 
curred soon after the return from Gadara, 
the visit to Nazareth being the only 
incident intervening. Perhaps then the 
time of the Mission may lic at the end 
of June. It is curious that the Greek 


Menologies shew a festival on the last 
day of June in honour of all the Apostles. 
This I state on the authority of Gretser, 
Observe. in Georgii Codini Cap. xv. 
(p- 214 of the Venice collection of By- 
zantine writers, 1729.) Was it the ori- 
ginal meaning of this Festival to com- 
memorate the Mission of the Apostles ? 
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Aretas, πύστεως αὐτῇ τῶν πρὸς Ἡρωδιάδα συνθηκῶν γενομένης, made 
her escape to her father, Joseph. Ant. xviii. 5. 1. This was before the 
arrival of Herodias from Rome; and how Herod's preconcerted plans may 
have been altered in consequence of this premature discovery, whether 
he may not even have found it necessary to fetch Herodias from Rome 
im person, are questions admitting of such an answer as will account 
for the fact which we are now considering. At all events, occupied as 
he was in the affair of his marriage in the interval from April to August, 
it is not so very surprising that he should not have heard, or should 
have given no heed to, the reports concerning Jesus. Moreover, the 
narrative seems to imply that it was specially in consequence of the 
preaching and works of the Apostles that ‘‘Herod heard of the fame of 
Jesus*.” 

$600. IIT. The next period, from the close of the Feast of Taber- 
nacles, or end of September, to the Feast of Encenia or 30 November, that 
is to say, just two months, is manifestly sufficient for the occurrences here 
related or implied, viv. the return to Capernaum; the tour to the coasts 
of Tyre and Sidon ; the return to the sea of Galilee through Decapolis, i. 6. 
east of the Jordan; the second miracle of feeding, at a time when “the 
multitude had been with Him three days ;” the departure to Magdala and 
thence to Bethsaida: these movements, with the northern tour to Cesarea 
Philippi, may very well be comprised within a period of three or four 
weeks, Then the time of the Transfiguration will lie in the beginning 
of November*, and the rest of the month will go to the progress from 
Cesarea to Jerusalem by way of Capernaum. There is nothing to imply 
a long sojourn at Capernaum: the return thither was perhaps only pre- 
paratory to the final departure from Galilee, Luke ix. 51 ff. The journey to 
Jerusalem seems to have been taken leisurely: the Lord sent before Him 
seventy disciples, two and two, to every place whither He designed to 
come, x. 1 ff. §. Luke brings this part of his narrative to a close in the 
village of Martha and Mary; which we know from 8. John was Bethany, 
near Jerusalem. 


1 The “birth-day,” yevecia, might 
be Herod’s proper birth-day, in which 
case the time cannot be defined :—or it 
might be his natalis regni, and this, if 
it mean the anniversary of his confir- 
mation by Augustus, may very probably 
have been in July or August; for his 
father’s death occurred in the spring :—or 
lastly, it may have been a festival on the 
anniversary of Tiberius’s accession, 19 
August. 

3 In the Greek Church after the sixth 
century, we find this Festival generally 
celebrated also under the name “ Feast 


of Tabor,’’ on the 6th August. In the 
Latin Church it was adopted by order of 
Calixtus III. in 1486. Augusti Denk- 
wiirdigketien aus der Christl. Archao- 
logie iii. 292. Why was this commemo- 
ration assigned to the 6th of August ? 
May not that time have been selected with 
reference to one of the mystical senses of 
that incident, the transfiguration of the 
Mosaic into the Christian Economy ? 
For this transfiguration may be conceived 
to have been completed when the Temple 
was destroyed and the Levitical ritual 
ceased for ever, i.e. on the 5th August. 
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§ 601. IV. Passing by what we have called the “Appendix,” which 
here follows in 8. Luke, we find the place of the Encenia in Matthew and 
Mark sufficiently defined by the following parallelism. 


He went away again beyond Jor- 
dan to the place where John was 


baptizing at first, and He tarried 
there. And many resorted unto Him, 
and said, John did no miracle: but 
all things that John spake of this 
man were true. And many believed 


He departed from Galilee, and 
came into the coasts of Judea beyond 
Jordan: and great multitudes followed 
Him, and He healed them there. 
Matt. xix. 1. 

And He cometh into the coasts 
of Judea and beyond Jordan, and 


on Him there. John x. 40. great multitudes come together unto 
Him, and, as He was wont, He again 


taught them. Mark x. 1. 


Here our Lord seems to have resided during the winter-months, until after 
the raising of Lazarus, when He withdrew to Ephraim on the border of the 
wilderness, John xi. 54. Eusebius places this village 8 miles, but Jerome 20, 
north of Jerusalem. This occurred not long before the Passover, ib. 55. 


_— 


Εἴτ οὖν οὕτως εἴτ᾽ ἄλλως ἔχει, σαφεστέραν ἐξήγησιν οὐκ ἔχω ἐξευ- 
ρεῖν. Καὶ ἡμῖν αὕτη μελέτω, τῷ μὴ κρείττονα ἢ ἀληθεστέραν ἔχειν 
εἰπεῖν. To μέντοι εὐαγγέλιον πάντως ἀληθεύει. JuLIus AFRICANUS. 


γ. 


Outings of an Essay on the Nature, Intent, and Complex 
Structure of ῬΕΟΡΗΕΟΥ. 


§ 602. In Prorurcy, as it relates to the Kingdom of Christ, three 
stages or orders are clearly distinguishable. The ground-work is laid 
in the Promises, which, delivered from time to time to the Patriarchs, 
and reinforced with additional sanctions in the Law, were finally gathered 
together in the person of David as the visible Head of the Theocracy, 
the vicegerent of the Lord's Anointed. This first order, therefore, of 
Prophecy comes to a close in the beginning of the second era of the 
Mosaic Dispensation, the era of “Samuel and the Prophets." Then be- 
gins a second order, the Psaums. In these, first the Psalmist, then the 
Levitical Church in its Liturgy, speaks in the person of Christ, as it 
were by His Breath. They are the litnrgical utterance of the voice of 
Christ, or of the Church His Body: a voice with which, at one time, 
He Himeelf tells of His sorrows and sufferings, joys and triumphs, mercies 
and judgments; at another, the Church confesses, laments or rejoices 
before Him, or, as His Prophet, proclaims His decrees and denounces judg- 
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ment upon His enemies. This brief description of the Psalms or Liturgical 
Prophecy must suffice in this place, where we are concerned with the 
third order of prophetic Revelation, which consists of the written oracles 
of those men of God, beginning with Jonah and ending (in the Old 
Testament) with Malachi, who, in respect of the subject-matter of their 
communications, may be most aptly designated, PropHers or JUDGMENT, 
or HERALDS OF THE Day oF THE LoRD. 

§ 603. Israel was elect to be God’s witness on earth, and sooner or 
later the means by which a Blessing should come upon the whole world. 
The Law-giver, dismissing the people into the Promised Land, there to 
work out their calling and election, denounces terrible judgments, issuing 
in reprobation and rejection, which should come upon them in the event 
of their unfaithfulness. The Patriarchal Promise, the Law, the commu- 
nications of Samuel and his successors as the interpreters of God's will 
and counsels, the Liturgical Prophecy,—these, from age to age, were to 
deepen in them the sense of their vocation, to establish them more and 
more in the faith of God and of His Christ. In process of time, one 
branch of the Nation is cut off from the sanctuary and the covenant of 
Levi. A special order of Prophets is raised up for them, exercising, as it 
would seem, an extraordinary ministry, at once sacerdotal and prophetical, 
for the benefit of the faithful. But after a while, the time of probation 
allotted to the kingdom of the Schism draws to an end. The Ten Tribes are 
to be rejected, and cast out from God's Inheritance. At this conjuncture— 
that is, about one hundred years before the catastrophe of Israel, begins 
this new order, the Prophets of the Day of the Lord. The judgment, of 
old conditionally threatened by Moses, is now declared absolutely; it is 
to begin at Israel, and afterwards to break in upon Judah and Jerusalem. 
Let the whole Nation hear the warning: “Thus and thus have I done 
unto thee, yet have ye not returned unto Me: therefore prepare to meet thy 
God, O Israel.” 

§ 604. Without adverting, at present, to the manner in which Judah is 
concerned in the message to Israel, delivered by the earlier Prophets (on 
which head somewhat has been said already, § 386), let us note the 
general purport and substance of the message as a whole. The scene, then, 
which the Prophets describe, begins at their own time, and reaches on- 
ward to the Consummation of all things. The Day of the Lord is about 
to begin; it might come immediately: what length of time it might 
occupy in running through its course, was left wholly unrevealed. It 
includes three terms: the Nation’s Sin—the coming Judgment—the Mercy 
succeeding to the Judgment. The message, in substance, is this: The Day 
of the Lord is at hand; He will cut off the sinners of His people, who in 
such and such wise (in act or as, seen in the vision) have provoked Him 
to anger: He will raise up such and such instruments of vengeance ( Assyria, 
Babylon): nevertheless, fear not, ye that wait for Him: the chosen people, 
the House of David, shall yet continue ; for of them must Messiah come, and 
His coming shall be on such and such wise: therefore He will assuredly bring 
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back your captivity, and shall be your king. Then will He judge the heathen 
that are round about you, and punish them by whom He punished you. 
And the earth shall be full of His glory. Such is the substance of the 
revelation. Mixed tp with it are predictions of near and seemingly 
isolated events, such as immediate judgments upon the heathen; these, 
by their fulfilment, attest the Prophets’ divine mission, and give pledge 
for the reality of the things foretold. 

§ 605. Thus looks the Prophecy as beheld from its beginning. To 
us, the aspect is different. Events, which to the eye of the Seer and 
of his generation lay contiguous or wrapt up together, now, on the 
retrospect, appear at wide distances. As in the landscape of a distant 
mountain-range the nearer heights lie blended with the more remote 
under one front and sky-line, and the interjacent vales and plains are 
withdrawn from the view, but as the traveller advances, the scene gradually 
unfolds itself, the perspective opens more and more, at last the objects 
lie for him in their true bearings: so is it with the time-scene which 
the Seer beheld in vision. From age to age the Church has passed 
through from height to height, from one mounting crisis to the next: 
and now only the last, which rose towering above the rest in the view of 
the Prophet, bounds her horizon ; the others with their unseen interspaces 
lie far behind in retrospect. 

§ 606. This is no arbitrary and fanciful description. Prophecy is 
“vision,” the Prophet a “seer).” Vision extending through long ages 
implies perspective and foreshortening. This in general: and the phe- 
nomena accord with, and indeed are explained by this representation. 
For, in the first place, there is a seeming continuity or even identification 
of catastrophes or deliverances which the event has shown to be distinct 
and wide apart. The Advent of Emmanuel is represented as though it 
were about to take place in the times of the Assyrian Judgment: the 
deliverance from Babylon seems as if it were to be wrought by Messiah 
in person: we think we are reading a prediction of Antiochus Epiphanes, 
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' The entire prophecy of Isaiah is 
entitled “‘ The vision of Isaiah, which he 
saw concerning Judah and Jerusalem,” 
i. 1. ‘The word which Habakkuk saw,” 
Hab. i. 1. “ The hand of the Lord came 
upon me,” says Ezekiel, i. 2, "Ἅ and I 
saw, and lo it came,” v. 3. “ὁ Your sons 
and your daughters shall prophesy, your 
old men shall dream dreams, your young 
men shall see visions."” The clear ob- 
jective communication which Moses re- 
ceived (the gradus Mosaicus revelationis, 
as the Jewish theologians speak) is thus 
distinguished from the prophetical per- 
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ception (gradus propheticus): “1 there 
be a Prophet among you, [ the Lorp 
will make myself known unto him in a 
vision, and speak with him in a dream. 
My servant Moses is not so, who is 
faithful in all My house [to whom is 
committed the sure regulation of the 
household of God, for which reason he 
must be enabled to discern all things 
clearly]. With him I speak face to face, 
even apparently, not in dark speeches, 
and the similitude of the Lorp shall 
he behold.”” Numb. xii. 6—8. See John 
Smith’s Discourses on Prophecy. 
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and behold, the terms mount up from him to the last Antichrist, from 
the Maccabean victories to the Resurrection of the just—There is also 
this other phenomenon,—namely, an apparent exaggeration ; that is, the 
terms in which near events are pourtrayed do often vastly transcend 
the reality, to an extent which is inexplicable by the favourite phrases 
invented for its explanation, “hyperbole,” “Oriental figure," and the like. 
Thus, Isaiah seeming to speak of the return from Babylon, makes it an 
event of such magnitude as certainly nothing in the history of Ezra comes 
up to; and what is foretold of the overthrow of Jerusalem by heathen 
armies reads like a description of the Day of Judgment. In every such 
instance, it is manifest that the lesser event cannot be the whole of that 
which the Divine Mind contemplated as the object of the prediction, be- 
cause it cannot be that His performances should fall short of His words. 
Sach prophecies must needs involve a double sense in reference to δ 
nearer event and to one more remote. The relation between the two 
senses is commonly described as being that which exists between type 
and anti-type: for example, the temporal deliverance from Babylon is 
the type prefiguring the spiritual deliverance by Christ. In virtue of 
this connexion, it is said, the lesser event is arrayed in the majesty of 
the greater. Now there is, undoubtedly, a measure of truth in this view 
of the matter, but not, I think, enough to account for the facts. And the 
application of this principle, together with the axiom that “types are 
always of a different nature from the things which they prefigure,” has 
had its results in a grievous tampering with the Word of God, an un- 
bridled exercise of that “licentious and deluding art, which changeth the 
meaning of words, as alchymy doth or would do that of metals, making 
of anything what it listeth, and bringeth in the end all truth to nothing'.” 
The true principle of relations, the real ground of the phenomena, is to 
be sought, I think, in the idea of prophetic vision. “The hand of the 
Lorp came upon the Man of God, and he saw’—what? an historical 
series of acts? a succession of events as they follow each other in time? 
no, but the scene of the Day of the Lord: saw it, as one scene: the sins 
and apostasy of God's people; the terrible judgment by which the elect 
remnant was to be tried, the rest overthrown; the mercy and glory of 
God in the kingdom of Messiah. Suppose the hearer to ask, as the 
Disciples did who heard our Lord’s prophecy, “ Where, Lord?” the answer 
will be even that which He rendered, “ Wheresoever the carcase is, thither 
shall the eagles be gathered together.” Not simply at this time or at that, 
but when and wheresoever. So oft as the visible congregation of the Lord 
shall have become as a dead carcase from which the spirit of life has 
departed, the eagles shall swarm to the prey, but the elect shall be 
delivered—these taken, the others left. This is the idea, realized ob- 
jectively in time in a plurality of analogous procedures, but in the vision 


1 Hooker, Eccl. Polity, B. v. lxix. 2, 
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subjectively beheld, and by the seer pourtrayed, as one Day of the Lord. 
Or perhaps my meaning may be more clearly expressed by a different 
similitude. The subjective representation to the mind of the seer, by 
him described in words, is to the objective reality contemplated by the 
Divine Prescience and brought out in time, as an implicit function to the 
same function developed in a series. In the process of expansion term 
after term comes out, but still the residue is implicit until the emergence 
of the final term gives the equation between the implicit function on the 
one side, and the same function explicit on the other—To explain and 
justify this view by a detailed examination of facts, would require a 
volume by itself. All that can be attempted within the limits of the 
present work is a general description of the theory and some application 
of it to the more prominent facts of the subject. 

§ 607. The idea is realized in certain great crises of the Church's 
destinies. Now the history of Judah, after the catastrophe of the king- 
dom of Israel (for at present I prefer to consider the subject under that 
limitation) exhibits three such crises: those, namely, in which Basyion 
under Nebuchadnezzar, the Syro-macedonian or Grecian power under 
Antiochus Epiphanes, and Rome under Vespasian and Titus, are severally 
the divinely-appointed instruments of probation and punishment. Pro- 
phecy indicates a fourth crisis, namely, that in which the work of trial 
and judgment is consummated under the Anrionrier. In the prophetic 
acene all four are beheld perspectively as one. Four times the measure of 
iniquity overflows, the wrath of God goes forth upon the apostates, the 
promised mercy is fulfilled to the elect remnant. The intervals are there 
in the prophecy, but withdrawn from sight, and to be brought out by 
the fulfilment in time. The description commences at the proximate 
crisis, and mounts up through the rest to the final consummation. Only 
it should be remarked, that of these four, the first and third are more 
peculiarly related, and the second and fourth, and also the third and 
fourth: the second not eo closely to the first or to the third. 

§ 608. In Isaiah, and the Prophets before the Exile, the terms specify 
Babylon as the avenger, and pourtray the Babylonian Exile, but there- 
with the later judgments also—the blindness of Israel at Christ’s first 
Advent, the dispersion which exists at this day, the tribulation of a time 
yet to come, when the apostasy will be consummated in the acknowledg- 
ment of Antichrist for the King of Glory. Immediately behind this scene 
of judgment appears the vision of Messiah and the Restitution of all 
things.—When the event had manifested that the Babylonian crisis had 
not exhausted the fulness of the prediction, fresh revelations succeeded : 
thus Jeremiah and Ezekiel beheld and announced the same scene—renewed 
apostasy and judgment, and behind all, Messiah in His Kingdom.—It was 
to Daniel, however, that the fullest, most distinct, and, so to speak, most 
historical revelation was granted; and it is from his visions that we 
gather the fact of this principle of relations. In two successive revelations, 
the “man greatly beloved” is given to understand that God had decreed 
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the rise of Four Infidel Powers, the successive enemies of Christ's kingdom, 
which as kingdoms of this world should be instruments of His judgments, 
for the probation of the elect and destruction of such as were not meet 
for the Kingdom of Heaven. In the first of these visions, the unity of 
the idea is signified by the One Image of four metals; which is represented 
-as subsisting in its unity until the end of the world, when the Stone cut 
out of the mountain without hands breaks in pieces the iron, the brass, 
the clay, the silver and the gold. To Zechariah, in the beginnings of the 
second Temple, the same idea was presented under varied emblems: four 
horses, “four horns which have scattered Judah, so that no man did lift 
up his head...the horns of the Gentiles which lifted up their horn over 
the land of Judah to scatter it,’ 1, 8, 18: again, four chariots which are 
also called the “four winds of heaven.” And it should be observed, that of 
one of these it is said, “ These which go toward the north country have quieted 
My Spirit in the north country,” vi. 8,—implying that one crisis is past. 

Once apprised of this fact of a fourfold succession, we discover traces 
of it in the earlier prophets. Joel, who opens the series of written 
prophecy with a vision of the Day of the Lord, described ‘altogether in 
general terms, beheld the destined instruments of judgment under the 
emblem of locusts, in four successive swarms. And in Amos, his successor, 
the burthen of the word of the Lord is, “For three, yea four transgres- 
sions.” .Perhaps the like reference is involved in what is said in Jeremiah 
(xv. 3), “I appoint over them four families, saith the Lord,” and in the 
“four sore judgments” spoken of by Ezekiel. Numerous oracles of Isaiah 
and the other prophets might be mentioned as implying in their structure 
this same fourfold arrangement. 

Before the Exile, the scene, represented as one, includes these four 
crises. After the return from Babylon, when the first term of judgment 
was complete and eliminated, or, as it is said in Zechariah, when “ these 
that went to the north had pacified the Lord’s anger in that country,” 
the three remaining crises still appeared as one great act yet to intervene 
before the setting up of Messiah’s Kingdom, i.e. before the final con- 
summation. This residue of judgment is the burthen of the latter chapters 
(especially) of Zechariah ; a prophecy which cannot, without the assumption 
of extreme hyperbole, be referred solely to the Roman siege and destruc- 
tion of Jerusalem. The reality contained in the scene there pourtrayed 
is to be sought in these three distinct crises, the times of Antiochus Epi- 
phanes, of Rome, and of Antichrist—chiefly, indeed, in the last two. 

§ 609. At Christ’s coming in the flesh ¢wo of the four judgments 
were past. And now we find our Saviour Himself, in the memorable 
prophecy which He delivered shortly before His Passion in answer to the 
anxious enquiry of His disciples, “When shall these things be, and what 
is the sign of Thy Coming and of the συντέλεια τοῦ αἰῶνος δ᾿ condescend- 
ing to the same law of prophetical representation. To refer the whole of 
what He then said to the woes of Jerusalem which were then impending, 
were alike vain and irreverent. Few refuse to admit that the discourse 
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relates in part to the end of Jerusalem, in part to the end of the world. 
Yet it is impossible to draw the line (exegetically) between the two 
parts: the two distinct actualities are inseparably blended in the terms 
of the description ; and that, because they are one in idea. At that time 
there remained in the counsel and foreknowledge of God two crises, of 
sin, and judgment and mercy: the first, in connexion with Christ’s Advent 
in the flesh and the end of the Mosaic aiwy, the other with His Advent 
in glory and the end of the world. In the first, the chosen nation re- 
jected the true Christ; in the second, the apostasy is consummated in 
the acknowledgement of the Son of Perdition. In the one, the elect 
remnant was saved, and “the very image” of Christ's kingdom over all 
nations succeeded to the “shadow;” in the other, “all Israel shall be 
saved’, and the reality itself will be fulfilled. 

§ 610. The Apocalypse, like our Lord's Prophecy, of which it is the 
expansion, exhibits, I think, a complex representation of both crises, but 
the last so transcendently, that the other is almost absorbed in its terrible 
majesty. There is reason, as I shall presently shew, to believe that the 
vision was beheld by the Seer before the destruction of Jerusalem, and 
the reference to that catastrophe shines out in many significant hints and 
glimpses. 

In this Prophecy the principle of a quaternion of judgment is exhibited 
in a very impressive manner. I will only mention, without pretending 
to interpret, the symbols of the “four Living Creatures,’ “the four horse- 
men,” “the four Angels holding the four winds of heaven ;" but I would 
call particular attention to the following fact. The Beast (Gnpiov) of the 
Apocalypse is by all sound commentators understood to be the symbol 
of the last Antichrist, and identical with the fourth beast in Daniel. Now 
this Θήριον unites in himself the characteristics of those four ; the monster 
is compounded of the four beasts seen by Daniel. Namely, 

In Daniel, 
the first is like a dion, having one head: 
second, like a bear, having one head: 
third, _like a deopard, having four heads: 
fourth, diverse from all, having one head, and ten horns. 
In the Apocalypse, 
is like a leopard, 
the Monster {wit feet of a bear, having seven heads and ten horns. 
mouth or face of a lion, 
In Daniel, the beasts, or four infidel persecuting powers, emerge one after 
the other, Babylon, Greece, Rome, Antichrist. In the Apocalypse, at the 
time of the vision, two of the crises were past, the third close at hand; 
and the empire of Antichrist, subjectively one, but objectively dual, com- 
bines the three first powers with the last, and is the sum and συντέλεια 
of all. ‘This seems to explain that expression in Daniel, “as for the other 
beasts, they had their dominion taken away, yet a prolonging in life was 
granted to them;” that is (perhaps), the elements of their power still 


670 ON THE CONTENTS OF PROPHECY, [ APP. v. 


subsist in readiness to meet together in the fourth power, the kingdom 
of Antichrist. 

§ 611. Thus far we have traced the successive exhibitions of the idea in 
reference to one of its three factors, namely Judgment. Let us briefly notice 
the others: namely, Apostasy, and Mercy, or the Kingdom of Messiah. 

In the earlier Prophets, the sin which calls for judgment is described 
in terms fetched immediately from the particular manifestations of the 
spirit of apostasy, or “workings of the Mystery of Lawlessness,” which 
they discerned in their own generation: such as idolatry, oppression, 
hankering after alliance with Assyria and Egypt, and the like. But the 
terms mount up from the particular to the general, from the specific 
manifestation to the ides. See, for example, Isaiah xv. 3 ff. They include 
the four several consummations of the apostasy which were to be mani- 
fested in the days before the Exile, in the time of the Grecian kings, in 
the rejection of Jesus Christ, in the last “falling away” and recognition 
of Antichrist for the Messiah. 

The Mercy, also, or fulfilment of the promise of Messiah, appears in 
four successive acts, beginning with the restoration of the remnant from 
Babylon. That was, in a typical sense, a παρουσία of Christ: Zechariah 
speaks of Zerubbabel and Joshua in terms which in their full extent are 
applicable only to Christ.—In like manner, the Maccabean Restoration 
is a type of Christ’s coming in Mercy.—With respect to the third crisis, 
we are warranted by our Lord’s own Prophecy in saying that the end of 
the Mosaic alwy in the destruction of Jerusalem by the Roman armies is 
connected with a παρουσία; not His coming in humility, for that was 
past, but in His Kingdom. 

Generally, whether sin, judgment, or mercy, be predicted, the objective 
reality was not single, but complex: in Isaiah, a complexus of four; in 
Zechariah of three; in the Gospels and Apocalypse of two, and chiefly 
of the last. 

§ 612. Such I conceive to be the “principle of relations” in the con- 
nected senses of Prophecy as a whole. One particular application of the 
principle, and that a highly important one, shall now be noticed—The 
prophetical descriptions of Messiah's kingdom, the divine glory of Zion, 
the Heavenly Jerusalem, the Palingenesia, New Heavens and Earth, Resti- 
tution of all things—how are they to be understood? The majority, it 
seems, since the time of Origen, hold that raz Visrate Catsoiic Caurcna, 
which now is, is the reality corresponding to these degcriptions: that the 
promised glory of Israel is the Universal Church of Christ: that “ Israel,” 
“ Zion,’ “Jerusalem,” are but so many symbolical expressions of the same 
fact, the Kingdom of God which has now these 1800 years been set up 
on earth: that whatever exceeds the limits of sacred figure and oriental 
hyperbole will have its fulfilment in a future universal spread of Christ's 
now-existing Church throughout the world. If it be admitted that part 
of the description was realized in the times after the Exile, recourse is had 
to the hypothesis of a twofold sense, which is distinguished as the Hteral 
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and the spiritual. S. Jerome's comments on the Prophets proceed entirely 
upon this hypothesis. 

Others maintain that it is impossible to carry out the spiritual expo- 
sition without gross violation of all consistent principles of interpretation. 
They contend, that whatever be the limits of the spiritual interpretation, 
there must be a literal sense, and that sense the ultimate intention of 
the Prophecy ;—that if we are at liberty to “spiritualize” the prophecies 
which exhibit Messiah's Advent in glory and the final establishment of 
His kingdom upon earth, the Jews have an equal right to spiritualize the 
prophecies relating to the first Advent, e.g. Isaiah 111}, ;—that whereas those 
prophecies were fulfilled in the circumstances of the first Advent, even 
in the minutest particulars—e. g. the Lord riding into Jerusalem “ sitting 
upon an ass, and upon a colt the foal of an ass”—nay, in particulars of 
which prior to the event the reality was unconceivable, as that He should 
be rejected, and put to death by His own nation—the analogy compels 
us to anticipate, in spite of all prejudice to the contrary, an equally literal 
and at present it may be, equally indeterminable realization of the residue, 
i.e. of the crisis which is revealed alike in the Apocalypse, almost un- 
mixedly, and in the Old Testament complexly. 

§ 613. Both views, it seems to me, have been so stated as to err in 
defect and mutual exclusiveness. We err, on the one hand, if we place 
the real ultimate fulfilment of such prophecies anterior to that Coming of 
Messiah wherein He destroys the last Antichrist ;—yet this we do, if we 
assign the facts of the Catholic Church as the realities solely contemplated 
in the prophecies. We err on the other hand, if we exclude from the scope 
of the vision these present realities ; for these do indeed, in virtue of the 
idea as before defined, constitute one term of a series of realizations, in 
which term mounts above term up to the final climax. For the gradation 
seems to be of this kind: 

I. The exclusive national Church is purified from its tendency to 
polytheism by the Babylonian judgment. 

II. The same Church is purged by the persecutions of Antiochus 
from practical atheism and indifference. 

III. The Church is purged, by the destruction of the Temple and 
dispersion of the unbelieving remnant, from Sadducean infidelity and 
Pharisaical hypocrisy and self-righteousness: the spirit of exclusiveness 
is abolished, and a Universal Church, worshipping God in spirit and in 
truth, is raised upon the basis of the Old Testament Church. This coming 
in of the Pleroma of the Gentiles’ in the times of the rejection of the 
unbelieving Israel and of the desolations of the literal Jerusalem, is a partial 


! ἄχρις ob τὸ πλήρωμα τῶν ἐθνῶν | but, as in S. Matt. ix. 16, “that which 
εἰσέλθῃ, Rom. x1. 25. The unfortunate | is inserted to fill up a rent or void’’"—vis. 
mistranslation of E. V. in this place has | in this passage the filling in of the place 
Jed to great misconception of the Pro- | of the rejected branches of the olive-tree 
phecies ; πλήρωμα here is not “fulness,” | with an election of the Gentiles. 
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realization of the idea of Messiah's kingdom; its “very image” as the 
old Theocracy was its “shadow,” Heb. x. 1. 

IV. The final realization of which the preceding is the earnest, is 
when “all Israel shall be saved,” when “the fulness of Israel'” shall be 
“the riches of the world" “much more” than their “diminishing” has 
been hitherto. Rom. xi. 12. 

Therefore, in that the Catholic Church of this dispensation is the earnest 


of the Kingdom of God, “the very image of those good things to come,” 


of which the Law or Mosaic Dispensation was the “shadow,” it is so 
far the fact contemplated by the Spirit of Prophecy. And as the Restoration 
from Babylon, the erection of the Second Temple, and a purer acknow- 
ledgment of God by His people,—as, again, the deliverance from Antiochus 
Epiphanes, that great personal type of Antichrist, and the gradual extensive 
leavening of the nations of the world, by the teaching of the Jews, with 
the faith of One God, were inchoate fulfilments, earnests and assurances 
of the future recovery of Israel from all nations whither the Lord has 
scattered them, of the deliverance from Antichrist, of the times of Resti- 
tution, and the covering of the whole earth with the knowledge of the 
glory of God; so, the Pleroma of the Gentiles—(i.e. the filling up, with 
them, of the void left by the rejection of the unbelieving nation)—the 
blending of them into one “ Israel of God” with the faithful remnant of the 
Jews, the triumphs of this One Church over the powers of the world, the 
submission of kings and rulers to its sway, the Unseen Sacramental Presence 
of Christ in this Church unto the end of the aiesv,—all this is the ἀπαρχὴ 
of the Spirit, the ἀῤῥαβωὼν and assurance of that Time, αἰών, or Dispensa- 
tian, in which “the restoring” of the now rejected Israel will be “life 
from the dead” to the whole race of mankind—when “all nations shall 
come up to Jerusalem to worship, Zech. xii.; when the “nations of them 
that are saved will walk in the light of the Heavenly Jerusalem, and the 
kings of the earth will bring their glory and honour into it,” Apoc. xxii.; 
when Christ Himself will be present in His Kingdom on earth, in a sense 
of which we can form at present no adequate conception.—But as well 
might we say that the promise of Christ’s Coming and Kingdom was /fii- 
filled in the restoration from Babylon, as that the promises are fully 
realized in the present subsistence of the Visible Church. 

ὃ 614. We are told by the advocates of the “spiritual sense,” that 
the Israel and Zion and Jerusalem of which such glorious things are 
spoken, have ceased to have any particular reference to the historical 
realities denoted by those names in the Old Testament History, for 
that they now denote the Christian Church. It may or may not be 
admitted withal, that a future restoration of Israel is predicted in the 


1 πλήρωμα αὑτῶν, Rom. xi. 12, op- | commented upon: “ their being filled in,” 
posed to rrnua. The grammatical | “the Church’s being filled up with 
sense is the same as in the passage above | them.” 
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New as well as in the Old Testament. If they admit the fact, they 
understand by it the future conversion of the Jews to Christ's Religion, 
and their absorption into the Christian Church. But they reprove as 
carnal and judaizing the belief that the residue of Prophecy will be ful- 
filled upon that nation as literally, i.e. unfiguratively, as the former 
prophecies have been. Although nothing can be more plainly declared 
in words than is the promise of a fiture restoration of all Israel—the ten 
Tribes as well as Judah—to their own land and to the worship and favour 
of God and of His Christ,—though in the Apocalypse the twelve Tribes 
are named one by one, and distinguished from the Gentiles, as the subjects 
of a Kingdom which is yet future,—though a great future Tribulation 
is announced, a siege of “all nations” against Jerusalem, in connexion 
with Messiah's Advent in glory,—yet all these, and the like distinct 
references to the literal Israel and Jerusalem, are said to be only figures 
of things pertaining to the Christian Church which now is. We need 
very express and cogent reasons to authorise so wide a departure from 
the obvious sense of the Divine Word. Yet all the authority alleged will 
be found to consist in a few expressions of the New Testament taken in 8 
sense which they do not necessarily bear. For instance: 

1. “8, Paul, Gal. iv. 26, calls the Church ‘Jerusalem which is above,’ 
and distinguishes it from the literal Jerusalem. To this ‘Jerusalem which 
is above’ he applies Isaiah's prophecy, Sing, O barren, &c—Therefore the 
Jerusalem of which the Prophets foretell such glorious things is the 
Christian Church.” Now the Apostle is here distinguishing the spiritual 
Sarah or 9} ἄνω Ἱερονσαλήμ, from the spiritual Hagar or 9 νῦν Ἵερον- 
σαλήμ. The latter is the existing visible congregation of carnal Israel 
which is in bondage to the letter and to be cast out. The former, the elect 
Church of Abraham and his seed which inherits the promises. This, 
like Sarah, was long barren, but now is called to be a joyful mother of 
many children: of us Israelites who believe in Jesus; and of you Gen- 
tiles who by faith are Abraham's seed. This is perfectly in accordance with 
the emblems elsewhere used by S. Paul, viz. of the Church as the Olive 
Tree with its branches, natural and engrafted, Rom. xi. ;—and as a build- 
ing raised upon the foundation of the Apostles and Prophets. 

2. Heb. xii. 22. “Ye are come to the mount Zion......the Heavenly 
Jerusalem, &c." These expressions, it is assumed, denote the Catholic 
Church: therefore whatever the prophecies announce of the future glory 
of Zion and Jerusalem, is to be understood of the Christian Church. 
Again, this is a hasty inference. The Apostle is contrasting the begin- 
ning of a New αἰών, that of the Gospel, with the beginning of the αἰὼν 
of the Law: the one was only terrible, but this is exceeding glorious and 
majestic, involving more blessed privileges and more awful responsibilities. 
This new system began at Zion and Jerusalem, and is in order to the ful- 
filment of the future glory promised to Zion, in order to the descent of 
the New Jerusalem out of Heaven from God: therefore says the Apostle, 
προσεληλύθατε, ye are come in as proeelytes to this Zion and Heavenly 
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Jerusalem: ye are called to be citizens, in the παλιγγενεσία, of that City 
of God which is now in Heaven, and shall hereafter descend from God. 

§ 615. On the other hand, besides the objections before urged against 
the exclusive “spiritual interpretation,” it is to be considered whether in 
arrogating to the present Visible Church, irrespectively of the Jews, the 
promises of the Old Testament, we do not neglect the Apostolic caution, 
“Boast not thyself against the branches"—and fa μὴ ἦτε ἐν ἑαντοῖς 
φρόνιμοι: whether, also, we do not overlook the distinction which 8. Paul, 
Rom. ix. xi, so clearly draws between the present dispensation, wherein 
to an éxAoyy of Israel is superadded a πλήρωμα of the Gentiles, and 
the future dispensation, wherein the restoration of Israel will be “life from 
the dead” to the whole world—In conclusion be it observed, that the 
scheme of interpretation which refers the Prophecies of Messiah's king- 
dom to this present Dispensation exclusively, is not Catholic and Primitive. 
First adopted in controversy with Montanists and carnal Chiliasts, it was 
formed into a system by the Alexandrine school, from which it passed to 
the East, and thence more slowly to the Western Church. It superseded 
an older interpretation held either universally or with rare exceptions in 
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the second century’. 


1 For the proof of this assertion it 
may suffice to refer the reader to the 
first volume of Gieseler Lehrbuch der 
Kirchengeschichte, Mr. Greawell’s co- 
pious Dissertation in his great work on 
the Parables, Mr. Todd’s Lectures on 
Antichrist, Mr. Maitland’s T'racis on 
Prophecy, and the “‘ Essays of Eruvin.”” 
Corrodi’s History of Chiliasm( Geschichte 
dee Chiliasmus) may also be consulted, 
though I cannot recommend it as taking 
a calm and impartial view of the subject. 
In the following remarkable passage of 
8. Justin Martyr, “ Eruvin’’ cogently ar- 
gues that the writer’s sense has been most 
inconsiderately perverted by omission of 
the negative. Gieseler had previously 
come to the same conclusion. I extract 
his note appended to this statement in 
his text: “ Chiliaem......was the uni- 
versal faith of this age of the Church, 
and was controverted only among the 
Gnostics, and at a later date by the oppo- 
nents of the Montanists.”’ a. D. 117—193. 
p- 182, Note: “To the question put by 
Trypho, whether Christians really be- 
lieved in the thousand years reign, Justin 
answers, Dial.o. Tryph. c, 80. οὐχ οὕτω 


τάλας ἐγὼ, ὦ Τρύφων, ὡς ἕτερα λέγειν 
παρ' ἅ φρονῶ. ὑμολόγησα οὖν σοι καὲ 
πρότερον, ὅτι éyw μὲν καὶ ἄλλοι πολλοὲ 
ταῦτα φρονοῦμεν, we καὶ πάντως ἐπί- 
στασθε, τοῦτο γενησόμενον. πολλοὺς δ᾽ 
αὖ καὶ τῶν [ΜΗ]] τῆς καθαρᾶς καὶ εὖσε- 
βοὺς ὄντων Χριστιανῶν γνώμης τοῦτο 
pi γνωρίζειν ἐσήμανά σοι. τοὺς γὰρ 
λεγομένους μὲν Χριστιανοὺς ὄντας δὲ 
ἀθέουε καὶ ἀσεβεῖς αἱρεσιώτας...ἐδήλωσά 
σοι...... ἘΠ γὰρ καὶ συνεβάλοτε ὑμεῖς τισὲ 
λεγομάνοις Χριστιανοῖς, καὶ τοῦτο py 
ὁμολογοῦσιν, ἀλλὰ καὶ βλασφημεῖν τολ- 
μῶσι τὸν Θεὸν ᾿Αβραὰμ καὶ τὸν Θεὸν 
Ἰσαὰκ καὶ τὸν Θεὸν Ἰακωβ, οἱ καὶ 
λέγουσι μὴ εἶναι νεκρῶν ἀνάστασιν, 
ἀλλὰ ἅμα τῷ ἀποθνήσκειν τὰς Wvyae 
αὑτῶν ἀναλαμβάνεσθαι εἰς τὸν οὐρανὸν, 
μὴ ὑπολάβητε αὐτοὺς Xptotiavods.... 
"Eyes δὲ καὶ εἴ τινός εἰσιν ὀρθογνώμονες 
κατα πάντα Χριστιανοὶ, καὶ σαρκὸς 
ἀνάστασιν γενήσεσθαι ἐπιστάμεθα, xal 
χίλια ἔτη ἐν ᾿Ιερουσαλὴμ οἰκοδομηθείσῃ 
καὶ κοσμηθείσῃ καὶ πλατυνθείσῃ κι τ.λ. 
The insertion of MH is necessarily de- 
manded by the coniext, see Mimscher 
Dogmengesch, Bd. 2. p. 420.” Com- 
pare Mede, Clavis Apocalyptica, p. 277, 
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On the Vision of the Image of Four Metals, and that of the 
Four Beasts. 


ᾧ 616. Ir is commonly assumed that the Four Empires denoted in 
the visions of Daniel are Babylon, Persia, Greece and Rome. In modern 
times this view was first controverted by Lacunza (Ben-Ezra), Venida 
del Messias en gloria y magestad, with arguments of which the following 
summary is given by Mr. Maitland together with his own remarks (Attempt 
to elucidate the Prophecies concerning Antichrist). 

“This (modern view),” says Mr. Maitland, “may be questioned; the 
arguments of Lacunza on this point I know not how to answer. 

“1. The Babylonian Empire was not destroyed or essentially altered 
by passing into the hands of Darius the Mede: see Dan. v. 30. and ix. 1. 
Darius the Mede became ‘king of the Chaldeans,’ as William the Dutchman 
became king of England. The kingdom was the same: the dynasty was 
altered: Babylon was not destroyed, but continued to be the seat of empire. 
Nehemiah calls Artaxerxes king of Babylon. The Empire remained one 
and the same, and even the subsequent removal of the seat of government 
from Babylon to Persia did not alter its identity. 

“2. If the second Empire was that of the Persians beginning with Cyrus, 
it did not answer to the terms of the prediction that the second should be 
inferior to the first. The Persian Empire was never less, but equal to or 
greater, than the Empire of the Chaldeans under Nebuchadnezzar. 

“3, If the Empire of the Greeks was the second, it answers to the 
terms of the prediction ; it was inferior to the first: but if it' was the third, 
it does not ; for the Greek Empire did not ‘ bear rule over the whole world. 


“4, This note of universal sovereignty, which is not applicable to 
the Greeks, does apply to the Romans. 


and Tillotson Rule of Faith, Part 111. 
who propose to read τῶν οὐ τῆς καθ. It 
is curious that the modern opponentsof the 
doctrine should, one after another, go on 
citing this passage as evidence to the fact 
that “many pure (in doctrine) and pious 
Christians were of a different opinion” 
(Bp. of Lincoln on the Writings of Justin 
Martyr, p. 104), without being struck by 
the palpable contradiction between this 
clause and the rest. The Martyr plainly 
implies, in what follows, that any per- 
sons, whom Trypho might have met 
with, calling themselves Christians and 
not holding this doctrine, were also blas- 
phemers of the God of the Old Testa- 
ment, deniers of the Resurrection, &c— 
I strongly suspect that the omission of 


the negative was not accidental, nor the 
only liberty taken with the text by Anti- 
chiliast scribes. In the question which 
led to this statement, Trypho recurs very 
abruptly to a declaration of faith on this 
subject which Justin had made in the 
course of their discussion. “ὁ Tell me, do 
ye (Christians ) ¢rudy profess, &c, ...or did 
you resort to such a profession only for 
the sake of victory in argument ἢ" To 
which Justin answers, “I professed to 
you before, &c.” No such profession 
occurs in the dialogue. I cannot but 
suspect it was designedly omitted by 
scribes of a later age; and that the text 
of our passage was made, by a few other 
slight touches, to speak a different lan- 
guage from what the Martyr intended. 
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“Τὸ these arguments of Lacunza, I add another, which is to my own 
mind more convincing than any of them. Namely, the Fourth Empire 
exists until the Ancient of days comes, &c. vii. 22, 26, 27. ‘That time 
has not yet arrived, and the Roman Empire has long ceased to exist. 
Those who are hard pressed by the exigency of system may attempt to 
make 8 show of nominal Empire, and by long habit, readers and writers 
of commentaries on the prophecies have come to give and receive very 
marvellous interpretations with great gravity. But surely, the Roman 
Empire, the Empire founded by Romulus and ruled over by Augustus and 
Constantine, has passed through its regular decline and fall to absolute 
extinction.” 

§ 617. As for the Four Beasts, Mr. Maitland doubts whether they 
are parallel with the four portions of the Image. “It is indeed declared 
that ‘the fourth Beast is the fourth kingdom on earth,’ and therefore 
the same with that which is prefigured by the feet and toes of the Image. 
But I do not know that it necessarily follows that the first, second, and 
third beasts should be parallel to the gold, silver and brass, each to each.” 
Mr. Maitland adds some arguments, of which 1 must venture to say that 
they appear by no means cogent. On the contrary, I conceive that the 
way in which the Apocalypse describes the Fourth Beast, viz. as the 
sum and recapitulation of all four of Daniel’s', implies a succession of 
kingdoms, and if a succession, surely no other than that denoted by the 
parts of the Image. Nor do I think it so difficult a matter to explain, 
historically, the principal traits of the three first symbols. 

“The first Beast was like a lion, and had eagles wings:” both these 
symbols are used by other prophets to denote Babylon as the predestined 
executioner of judgment upon the chosen nation, Jer. iv. 7. and v.6. Ezek. 
xvii. 3. “I beheld until the wings were plucked, and (or, wherewith) it 
was lifted up from the earth:” é.e. it ceased to be as an eagle preying 
upon the lifeless body of the Jewish Church. Compare this with the 
description of Nebuchadnezzar, iv. 33: “his hairs were grown like eagles’ 
(feathers), and his nails like birds’ (claws).” After a while, in pursuance 
of the same symbol (viz. parallel to Nebuchadnezzar’s ‘recovery, v. 16, 34, 
36,) the Beast is “made to stand upon the feet as 8 man, and a man’s 
heart is given it.” The rage against God and His Church is taken away, 


and the power of this Empire, on the whole, is exerted in favour of the 
chosen Nation. 


‘2 I perceive that Ewald has partly 
observed this fact, Commeniarius in 
Apocalypsin Johannis exageticus et cri- 
ticus, (cap. xiii, 2.) Monstrum illud 
non unius bellue robur formamque re- 
Jeri, sed muliarum fortissimarum, ut 
belluarum seu regnorum trium a Dan. 
vii. 4—6. descriptorum robur immani- 


tatemque juncia possideat; toti enim 
terrarum orbi imperai Romana potentia 
sava. Igitur marimam quidem partem 
bellua cruda et fortissima panthera si- 
milis est; sed pedum robur comparandum 
est cum ursi pedibus anterioribus frmis 
ung immanibus munitis; rictus 
hianils voracitas oum leonis ore. 
> 
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The second Beast is like a bear, and rampant. (The Beast in the 
Apocalypse has “the feet of s bear,” implying this attitude of attack.) 


“It raised itself up on one side,” AD pr ὙΠ 300) Marg. “one do- 
minion,” (from HW). This I do not undertake to explain, for the sense 
of the words is ambiguous. ‘And it had three ribs in the mouth of it.” 
This seems to be parallel with the description of the little horn viii. 10, 
(i.e. Antiochus Epiphanes): “it waxed exceeding great toward the South, 
and toward the East, and toward the pleasant land:” three provinces or 
regions of the Empires of Babylon and Alexander. ‘‘ And they said (=it was 
said) thus unto it, Arise, devour much flesh:” a general description of the 
rage of conquest, which does not need, nor admit of, an exclusive appli- 
cation ®. 

It is strange that interpreters should ever have dreamt of applying 
this symbol to the Medo-persian Empire. When did that power ever shew 
itself asa ravening bear, devouring the pleasant land, the Lord’s inheritance ? 
Nothing but “the exigency of system,” which required that the Fourth 
Empire should be that of Rome, could have rendered this interpretation 
tolerable for a moment. And certainly the attempts of the commentators 
(see e.g. Bishop Newton and Havernick wu. 1.) are exceedingly helpless and 
awkward. 

§ 618. “The third Beast was like a leopard,” or panther, “which 
had on its back four wings of a bird: the beast had also four heads; 
and dominion was given to it.’ So the third kingdom, of brass, “ bears 
rule over all the earth,” ii. 39: which Alexander did not, and Rome did. 
Here the commentators, following one another implicitly, talk of the 
quadripartite division of Alexander’s Empire, as the reality corresponding 
to the quaternion of wings and heads. The quadripartite division is a 
fancy, which let those prove from history who can®. It is plain to 
common sense that the four heads, looking east, west, north, and south, de- 
note universality of dominion ; the four wings, in like manner, universality 


OF THE FOUR EMPIRES. 


8 It was remarked, ὁ 607, that the 
second crisis is more nearly related to 
the fourth than to the rest. The main 
feature of both is a personal Antichrist, 
namely, Antiochus is the type of that 
last Enemy. So in the Image, the arms 
and hands correspond with the legs and 
feet. It is needless, however, to seek an 
interpretation of the fen fingers, in the 
Grecian times, any more than of the ten 
horns of the He-goat in reference to those 
times. 

81 do not overlook that circumstance 
in the vision of the Ram and He-goat 
viii. 8, where the great horn (Alexander) 


being broken, “ for it came up four no- 
table ones towards the four winds of 
heaven.” For I take that Prophecy to 
be in its latter part, which relates to the 
little horn, not a simple prediction of the 
Syrian Antichrist, but complex, in its 
reference to the two other crises which 
were to follow. It is, in short, “an im- 
plicit function” involving three terms, 
of which the course of time has already 
developed two. In this respect it is 
parallel with the prophecy of the Wilful 
King, xi. xii. which bad but a partial 
and adumbrated fulfilment in the times 
of Antiochus Epiphanes. 
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of conquest. This aptly symbolizes the Roman Empire. So does the nature 
of the beast. It is a leopard or panther, not fierce as a lion or a bear, but 
seeming mild, insinuating, and flexible in its policy, yet ready at the last 
for the deadly spring. (We may remark, in passing, that Jeremiah, v. 6, 
uses the emblem of three beasts, of which the first and third agree with 
those of Daniel: ‘ Wherefore a Hon out of the forest shall slay them, and a 
wolf of the deserts shall spoil them ; a Leopard shall watch over their cities.” 
By dint of long habit, certainly not by reading history with open eyes, in- 
terpreters have come to persuade themselves that the Roman Empire, and 
particularly in the East (for with that the prophecy is concerned), answers to 
the description of the fourth beast, “fierce and dreadful exceedingly, with 
great iron teeth, devouring and breaking in pieces and stamping the residue 
with the feet of it.” But this was not the way in which Rome dealt 
with conquered nations: though, when through the stubborn infatuation 
of the Jews things came to extremities, the third beast did, for them, 
put on the character of the fourth. And indeed, I admit that the closing 
scene of the third Empire, which in the eye of prophecy coincides with 
the supremus dies of Jerusalem, is blended in one with the opening scene 
(after a long interval of ages) of the fourth and last Empire. No prophecy 
of the Old or New Testament, prior to its fulfilment, not even the 
Apocalypse, clearly discriminates between the third crisis and the fourth. 
And the former of these is parallel, even in many of its details, with 
the latter. Thus the description of the ten horns of the beast, although 
it denotes a state of things yet future, is nevertheless adumbrated in 
the last days of the third Empire, where we have a figure of “the ten 
horns” in the ten Cesars, Julius, Augustus, Tiberius, Caligula, Claudius, 
Nero, Galba, Otho, Vitelliue, and Vespasian the Destroyer. And as in the 
yet future crisis, three of the ten are rooted up before the eleventh, who 
thus becomes as the eighth, so, as a shadow of this, three of the typical 
ten horns give way before Vespasian the tenth of their order. The “rebellio 
trium principum” Suet. Vespas. 1, sinks before the man who was raised 
up to pre-enact the vengeance which will be wielded hereafter by one 
greater than he. A little consideration will satisfy us that this prophecy 
was not intended to be clearly understood before or soon after the end of 
the Mosaic αἰών. The Church in the Apostolic age believed, and was 
permitted in the Providence of God to believe, that the end of the world, 
“the finishing of the mystery of God,” was at hand, even at the doors. 
Christians therefore could not but deem that they were living under the 
Fourth Empire’: nor at such a time could they be concerned to test 


1 The earliest expression of such a | Lticke, p. 111, ὦ has shown good cause 
belief occurs in the Epistle ascribed to | for assigning this apocryphon to the end 
S. Barnabas. The next, or perhaps as | of the first century, i. 6. under Nerva, 
early ἃ one, is found in the apocryphal | the 13th Cesar (from Julius), about 30 
Eadras, xii. 11, where the fourth Empire | years after the destruction of Jerusalem, 
is clearly identified with the Roman. | iii. I. 
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their belief by tracing critically the realization of the prophetic symbols 
through the page of history. Their belief was natural, unavoidable, nay, 
it may be inferred from the structure of our Lord’s own prophecy, it was 
providentially designed. The future was set before them in its perspective - 
as in a picture or landscape, the intervals were there, but not to be 
discriminated by mortal eyes. The aame belief of course remained in the 
succeeding ages of the Roman Empire. The Fathers looked for one who 
should revive the policy of Augustus, the Empire was but to pass into 
other ‘hands, not to be changed nor dissolved’. But when the course 
of God’s Providence had clearly shown that the Roman Empire had de- 
clined, fallen, and vanished away, Christians ought to have sooner learned 
the true interpretation of the prophecy. We are beginning to learn it 
at last, but slowly and very reluctantly. 


OP THE FOUR EMPIRES. 


On the Time of the Apocalypse. 


ᾧ 619. Ir was assumed above, § 610, that the Apocalypse was seen 
by 8. John before the destruction of Jerusalem by the Roman armies. 
The assumption requires to be proved. 

In the first place we may observe that the traditions relating to the 
authorship and time of this Book are very conflicting. It is ascribed to 
the fourth Evangelist by S. Ireneus v. 30. Tertullian Prescr. c. 36. 8. 
Clem. Alex. quis div. salv. c. 42. Origen in Matt. t. xvi. § 6. The banish- 
ment to the isle of Patmos is mentioned in the same passages. The 
three latter speak simply of “the king of the Romans” or “the tyrant.” 
The name of Domitian, which is found very generally in the later tra- 
ditions, rests, it seems, on the sole testimony of Irenreus, who in such 
matters is often inaccurate. 5. Epiphanius places the Apostle’s return 
under Claudius, Eusebius, in the first year of Nerva. It seems useless 
to discuss these contradictory accounts. We must have recourse to con- 
siderations of internal evidence. 

§ 620. And first, the eleventh chapter furnishes one note of time, 
which however is not in itself conclusive. The Temple which the Seer 
is there enjoined to measure is unquestionably the Temple at Jerusalem, 
“the Holy City,” v. 2—“the city where our Lord was crucified” ur. 8, 9. 


3 So 8. Hippolytus in his treatise de 
Antichristo. Speaking of Antichrist, he 
says, ὅτι κατὰ τὸν Αὐγούστου νόμον, 
ἀφ᾽ οὗ καὶ ἡ βασιλεία Ῥωμαίων συνέστη, 
οὕτω καὶ αὐτὸς κελεύσει καὶ διατάξει 
ἅπαντα ὀπικυρῶν, διὰ τούτου δόξαν 
δαυτοῦ πλείονα περυποιούμενος. By the 


Beast in the Apocalypse he understands 
the fourth Beast of Daniel: the healing 
of its head deadly wounded, implies that 
the Roman Empire, when near to its 
overthrow, and despised and broken up 
into Ten Diadems, would be repaired 
and restored by the craft of Antichrist. 
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The Temple therefore was contemplated by tht Seer as yet standing, 
whence it would seem that this part, at least, of the Apocalypse was in- 
dited before a.p. 70. I am aware that this inference may be set aside 
by assuming that the Temple here ‘spoken of is exclusively, as I admit 
that it is in the principal and final sense of the vision, that Temple which 
will be standing in Jerusalem in the days of the Two Faithful Witnesses. 
Accordingly I do not urge this as necessarily conclusive evidence. 

§ 621. But the seventeenth chapter affords another note, which, all 
things considered, must, I think, be deemed’ important. I mean the 
description of the seven heads of the Beast, of which, at the time of 
the vision, “five are fallen, one is, the other is not yet come; while 
the Beast itself (Antichrist) is said to be “the eighth, yet of the seven.” 
Now of the Beast it is said that “it was and is not, yet is,' and ascendeth 
out of the abyss:" which is explained by what is said in the thirteenth 
chapter: “I saw one of the heads ws ἐσφαγμένην εἰς θάνατον, and his 
deadly wound was healed, and all the world wondered. after the Beast.’ 
That is, one of the seven heads or “seven kings” is slain, either really 
dead or supposed to be so: but when the seven have fallen, this slain 
head comes to life again, and is the Antichrist. Thus much is evident 
as to the meaning of the description. Now there can be no doubt that 
this description is in some way connected with the notorious fact, that 
many of the heathen for half a century or more after the death of Nero 
believed that the Tyrant was still alive and would reappear; which belief 
was held also by many Christians during the first three centuries, who 
thought that Nero was either not dead or would be raised to life, and 
that at his reappearing he would be either Antichrist himself, or the king 
whom Antichrist would overcome. Accordingly, those modern critics who 
rank the Apocalypse in point of inspiration with the Sibylline Books, or 
other apocalyptic apocrypha of the first centuries, affirm without hesitation 
that the writer of the Apocalypse shared the superstitious notion which 
was entertained by his heathen contemporaries respecting Nero: in short, 
that he meant to avow, his belief that Nero, supposed dead, would issue 
from the East with his ten satraps as the eighth Cesar. Of course, there- 
fore, they infer that the writer lived in the time of the sixth Cesar 
(reckoned from Augustus), ἐ. 6. in the reign of Galba, Otho, or Vitellius. 
But this view of the matter leaves a very material difficulty wholly un- 
explained. How came it about that not only Christians, but heathen, 
and a whole nation (the Parthians), had so strong a fancy that Nero lived 
or would come to life again? That Nero, while he lived, would be the 
subject of a strong foreboding, among Christians, that he was the Antichrist, 
is most natural: that monster of impiety and cruelty bore upon him clearer 
marks of Antichrist than had ever been seen on man since the days of the 
Syrian Tyrant. It could not fail that the faithful, in those portentous 
times of persecution and approaching judgment, should say in their hearts 
and whisper it from one to another, This is the Man of Sin: he will do 
more awful things than these. Indeed, I think there is proof that in his 
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latter years he was considered as the destined Antichrist. For so I regard 
the following well-known passage of Suetonius: Spoponderant quidem desti- 
tuto Orientie dominationem, NONNULLL NOMINATIM REGNUM HIEROSOLYMORUM, 
plures omnis pristine fortuna recuperationem. Suet. Ner. 40. That is, the 
foreboding which was entertained concerning him by Christians became 
divulged among the heathen, and it-was confidently announced by some that 
Nero should be king of Jerusalem. But when his death seemed to belie 
this expectation, how came it that the notion was started, and obtained 
80 much credence as it did, that Nero was either not truly dead or would 
be miraculously brought to life? Surely there must have been some 
stronger ground than that which is intimated by Tacitus, Vario super exitu 
ejus rumore, eumque pluribus vivere fingentibus credentibueque; Hist. ii. 8, 9. 
And such a ground I take to be the existence among Christians of this 
prophetical description which we are considering. The Christians, I 
mean, in the years immediately following the death of Nero, believed it, 
because they read, or thought they read, as much in the Apocalypse. They 
said, While the monster lived we thought he was the Man of Sin, the Son 
of Perdition. And his death has not falsified our expectation. The head is 
ss ἐσφαγμένη eis θάνατον, but the deadly wound will be healed. The 
Beast seen by the beloved Seer in Patmos hath seven heads, which are seven 
Caesars. Five are fallen, | Augustus and Tiberius, Caligula and Claudius, 
and Nero] yet Nero, the last of them, only for atime. The sixth head te 
now: the seventh will soon come and soon aleo fall: then will the tyrant 
come forth from the abyss ae the eighth, and one of the seven. From the 
Christians, the belief passed to the heathen and especially to the Parthians, 
inasmuch as it was thought that Nero would issue from their country, 
from Babylon, together with the kings of the East. This view of the 
matter furnishes an intelligible explanation of the facts, which, it seems 
to me, are inexplicable except upon the supposition that the Apocalypse 
existed at the time which has been mentioned. This it will be said is 
assumption. It is: but so is the sceptical hypothesis against which I 
allege it. That hypothesis leaves the principal difficulty unexplained: 
this explains it. 

§ 622. Thus much in answer to the sceptical assumption and tho 
slight which is thereby cast upon this book of Scripture. The book, it 
is insinuated, could not be divine, for, among other fantastic representations, 
it adopts and enlarges upon the vulgar superstition of the age in respect 
of Nero. 1 have met the insinuation by urging that in all probability the 
notion thus branded was derived originally both to Christians and Gentiles 
from the Apocalypse, not conversely. But whether this be so or not, 
the description of the seven heads cortainly does afford, as the sceptical 
writers say it does, a very clear note of time. For if the writer meant 
to set forth Nero as the Antichrist, it necessarily follows that the seven 
heads are seven Ceesars: and on this hypothesis the description could not 
have been written earlier than Galba, nor later than Vitellius: 6. 9. it 
could not have been written in the time of Domitian, for in no conceivable 
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sense was that tyrant the sixth in a series of kings including Nero. On 
the other hand, if the writer did not mean to represent Nero as the Anti- 
christ, this was nevertheless supposed to be his meaning by those who 
held that notion. Now if the Apocalypse appeared in the reign of Domitian, 
no man possessed of common understanding could have derived from, or 
attached to, the description of the seven heads, the notion that Nero was 
therein set forth as the Antichrist. For, as before argued, it is obvious 
to common sense, that if the seven heads denote seven Cesars of whom 
Nero is one, the series must begin at Julius or Augustus, consequently 
Domitian could not be considered as the sixth. This description then, 
taken in connexion with the fact that many both heathen and Christians 
entertained this portentous expectation concerning Nero, makes it probable 
in a high degree, if not certain, that the Apocalypse was written after the 
death of Nero and before the accession ef Vespasian. 

§ 623. But the subject is too interesting to be treated merely as a 
chronological question: and I need not apologise for offering some further 
remarks upon it in connexion with the view of the structure of prophecy 
which it has been my object to unfold in these pages. 

I have expressed my belief that as the acts of Nero induced the Chris- 
tians, while he yet lived, to regard him as the Antichrist, so, after his death, 
many were led by the Apocalypse, which was delivered to the Church 
either before or very soon after that event, to retain that expectation, and to 
believe that he was either miraculously kept in life, or would be miracu- 
lously raised from the dead’. There are many, doubtless, who will stig- 
matise this ancient notion as a stupid absurdity. There is proof however 
that it was firmly believed, and that, not merely by weakminded enthusiasts, 
but (as Baronius admits) by writers of no mean note. Its sole hold on 
their minds. was by the passage in the Apocalypse, and the prepossassia 
must needs have been a strong one to survive as it did for so long a time, 
when the course of events had seemingly refuted the interpretation on which 
it rested. They must have had, or fancied that they had, strong grounds 
for believing the principal thing—i.¢. the reappearance of Nero as Anti- 
christ, when the course of events had carried the Church long past the 
eighth Cesar. And it certainly was a very strong ground if they believed 
that Nero was thus set forth by the beloved disciple. Perhaps we may 
represent to ourselves the course of opinion on this subject somewhat in 
this way. First, during the brief interval between the death of Nero and 
the destraction of Jerusalem, there would be a strong expectation that the 
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1 It may be worth while to remark, 
that on the part of Jewish-Christians this 
expectation might probably be aided by 
a calculation of “the name and number 
of the beast.”” Iam not aware whether 
in Aramaic “ Casar’’ was at that time 
usually written qpp without the Jod : but 


if so, Ὁ “op “ Cesar Nero” gives ex- 
actly the number 666. While I am upon 
this subject, I may remark that the name 
Teiray, assigned in the time of Irenzus, 
probably originated in an attempt to fix 
this mark upon Τί». the: destroyer of 
Jerusalem and the eighth Casar. 
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eighth Cesar would be Antichrist, viz. Nero revived. But when Vespasian 
and Titus had completed the judgment upon the reprobate Jews, and still 
no Antichrist appeared, the most discreet would say, We mistook the mean- 
ing of the vision: the seven heads are now falien ; the series reached only 
ἕο the completion of the judgment upon Jerusalem ; then began a pause of 
suspense; the Caesars which succeeded are not included in the scope of the 
vision ; the eighth, which is Antichrist and Nero, is yet to come. Others would 
attempt a different reckoning of the heads. Of such we find a trace in 
the commentary of Victorinus, who wrote in the latter part of the third 
century*, but adopted, without much reflection, the notion of a much earlier 
period. This writer, namely, supposes that the series of seven heads begins 
with Galba ; that the Apocalypse was written under Domitian, the sixth 
head ; that Nerva was the seventh. This notion, sdopted by Victorinus, 
must have originated in the time of Nerva: for after that reign it is 
refuted by the course of events, as much as the other. Again, there were 
probably others who supposed that the seven heads must needs denote 
seven tyrants and persecutors, beginning, with Sennacherib or Nebuchad- 
nezzar. On the other hand there were some who, not being able to recon~ ° 
cile the prophecy or its old interpretation with the course of events, either 
rejected the interpretation in respect of Nero, and sought a new one, as 
that Antichrist would be a Jew, of the tribe of Dan, who would overthrow 
the Roman Empire,—or called in question the truth of the Apocalypse itself. 
The latter conclusion was aided by the antichiliastic views which gradually 
supplanted the earlier faith: the opponents of chiliasm opposed also the 
Apocalypse, until the allegorizing schools of Alexandria furnished in their 
peculiar scheme of interpretation the means of retaining the Apocalypse 
without its “judaisms.” Nevertheless, the notion that Nero was Antichrist 
stood its ground. Not only was it entertained by the writers of the 
Sibylline prophecies, and by the heretical authors of the Apocrypha re- 
lating to Jaaish, but even in the time of Augustine there were many who 
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still entertained it. Nonnulié illum resurrecturum οὐ futurum Antichristum 


3 He was Bishop of Petabium in Pan- 
nonia and died about a.pD. 303. His ex- 
position (Bibi. Mar. Patrum Lugdun. 
t. ili. p. 490. D.) has reached us in a 
multilated state, with many additions. 
S. Jerome, for one, is said to have strack 
cut passages of the original which were 
too Chiliastic for his liking, and to have 
inserted his own comments in their place : 
Ambros. Ansbert. να. Bibl. Maz. 
t. xiii. p. 404. E. For these notices I 
am indebted to Liicke, p. 495. Some of 
the interpolations however are of a later 
date than 8. Jerome. One of these is 
the passage, which Liicke professes his 


inability to understand, about the num- 
ber of the Beast. In the text it stands 
thus: “AI, N. L. T. CCC. F. V. M. 
L. x. L. O. L. XX. CCC, 1. 111. EUN. 
LCC.N. V. LIL P. CIX.K. XXOLXX. 
CC.” The oarruption however is very 
slight :—the names are Avreyoe (which 
is also given by Primasius, a scholar of 
8. Augustine, Bibi, Maz. t. x. 287, Liicke, 
p. 508), and Tevenpixoe. The letters and 
numerals should be written thus: A, J. 
N,Z. T,CCC. E,V. M, XO. O, LXX. 
C, CC. (= 666). F, HI. E, V. N, ZL. 
0, Cc. H, Vir. P,C. 1,X. K, XX. 
O, LXX. C, CC. (666). 
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suspicantur. Ai nec eum occisum putant sed subtractum potius cum puta- 
retur occisus, ef vivum occultari in vigore ejue etatie in qua fuit cum 
erederetur extinctus, donec suo tempore reveletur et restituatur in regnum. 
Sed multum mthi mira est hac opinantium tanta presumptio. As an instance 
of one of these opinions we may quote Sulpitius Severus: Unde creditur 
etiamsi se gladio ipse transfixerit curato oulnere ejus esse servatus secundum 
tRud quod de eo scriptum est, ut, plaga mortie ejus curata, est sub saeculs 
fine mittendus ut mysterium iniquitatie exerceat, Hist. ii. The same writer 
ascribes to 8, Martin an opinion which is curious 88 evidence of an attempt 
to reconcile two conflicting views on the subject of Antichrist : whom some 
supposed to be Nero, others a Jew of the tribe of Dan. Caterum quum 
quereretur ab eo de fine seculi, ait nobis Neronem et Antichristum potius 
esse venturos: Neronem in occidentali plaga regibus subactie decem impera- 
turum, persecutionem hactenus exercendam ut tdola gentium cok cogat. Ab 
Antichristo vero orientis imperium esse capiendum ; qui quidem sedem et caput 
regni Hierosolyma esset habiturus ; ab illo urbem et templum esse reparandum =: 
iliue eam persecutionem futuram esee ut Christum Dominum cogat negaré, 
” ge potiue esse Christum confirmans, omneaque secundum legem circumcidé 
jubeat. Et ipsum denique Neronem ab Antichristo 6686 perimendum, atque 
sub illus potestate universum orbem cunctasque gentes esse redigendas. 
Dial. ii. in fin. Victorinus, whose interpretation of the seven heads has 
been already given, clearly identifies Nero with Antichrist: Hune ergo (Ne- 
ronem ) suscifatum Deus mittet dignum dignis et Christum qualem meruerunt 
Judai, et quontam aliud nomen allaturus est aliam etiam vitam instiiuturus, 
ut sic eum tanquam Christum excipiant Judai. After the time of Augustine 
and Jerome the notion about Nero seems to have become gradually ex- 
tinct: and in the eighth century we find Ambrosius Ansbertus, in his com- 
mentary on the Apocalypse, declaring “ the interpretation of the seven heads 
as seven Cesars, and the notion that the eighth is Nero and Antichrist, to 
be so coarse and vulgar, that its absurdity must be acknowledged by ex- 
positors of the most ordinary understanding.” 

§ 624. It scarcely admits of a doubt that many of those to whose 
hands the Apocalypse first came supposed the Seer to mean that Nero 
would reappear in the character of Antichrist, the eighth head of the Beast. 
But are we then to suppose that in the true sense of the vision, as in its 
received sense at the time, Nero is set forth as the predicted Antichrist 2 
Perhaps we are hardly authorised to answer confidently in the negative. 
That Antichrist will be a person ws ἐσφαγμένος εἰς θάνατον, & person 
who will be an object of wonder to the whole world in respect that “he 
was, and then was not, and then again was,” is clearly enough intimated 
in the vision itself: where then was the absurdity in the supposition of the 
Seer’s contemporaries that Nero was the person reserved for this remark- 
able destiny? Nor upon the view of the structure of Prophecy which is 
here advocated, was the supposition really refuted by the course of events. 
For, as I have so often insisted, the whole period from the end of the 
Mosaic αἰών to the closing scene of our own, is in the eye of prophecy 
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a blank: the whole “times of the Gentiles” are withdrawn from the view 
of the Seer: the rise of the eighth head of the Beast may therefore be 
regarded as joining on to the fall of the seventh. It may be that the 
line of the seven Cesars leads to the verge of this great chasm, unrevealed 
to the Seers of old, to us made known by the course of Divine Provi- 
dence, and the eighth rises into view on the farther side. That is to say, 
these seven heads may be exclusively and with no reference to any further 
futurity, Augustus and Tiberius, Caligula and Claudius, Nero and the three 
rival emperors, regarded as one, and lastly, Vespasian the Destroyer. With 
him the αἰών comes to a close, and the time of which all the prophets 
were silent begins (Rom. xvi. 25.): the long night of ages descends upon 
the Jewish day, the time of Israel’s rejection and deep sleep ; and when this 
is passed as a dream in the night, the first event of the morning links 
itself on to the last of yester even, as though no space of time had been 
interposed. This may be the true sense of the vision: I by no means affirm 
that it is; for a different view may be taken agreeably with the principle, 
The Apocalypse, I suppose, includes a twofold crisis, the last times of the 
Mosaic and the last times of the Gentile Dispensation. Now as the former 
catastrophe is the symbol of that which is to come, it may be that the 
seven Cesare are the symbol of seven successive heads of that Fourth and 
yet future Empire which will fall under the power of Antichrist: and 
Nero, in particular, the symbol of that last persecutor of the Church, who, 
having like him raged against the Church as a human potentate, and 
then having come to his end, will be raised up as the eighth and invested 
with the power of Satan. What has been said has been offered with the 
view of rescuing what I take to be the true sense of a remarkable passage 
of the Apocalypse, from the inference which has been thence derived against 
the divine authority of the Book itself. That the seven heads of the Beast 
do in some sense denote the seven Cesars beginning with Augustus, seems 
to me scarcely to admit of a doubt: but whether this be itself the ultimate 
sense, or but a shadow and symbol of the reality contemplated by the Divine 
Mind, is a question on which it were presumptuous to speak positively. 
Πᾶσα προφητεία γραφῆς ἰδίας ἐπιλύσεως ov γίνεται. What I maintain 
is, that neither the expectation derived from this passage by the Christian 
contemporaries of the Seer, nor the representation itself, can be said to 
have been falsified by the course of events: because on the one supposition 
the whole interval between the seven heads and the eighth is lost in the 


prophetical perspective, on the other, the perspective blends in one the 
symbol and the final reality. 


Nore. ὃ 625. The author of an interesting paper in“the British Ma- 
gazine (August 1842) has referred “the origin of the disgracefully absurd 
notion that Nero is Antichrist,” to that apocryphal and heretical production 
the Ascensio Esaie. Of course I do not concur in the censure thus broadly 
expressed: on the contrary, it seems to me that thé notion was a natural 
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and almost unavoidable inference to such as had the Apocalypse im their 
hands before the destruction of Jerusalem. Moreover, I thmk the learned 
writer would not have adopted the notion of Laurence respecting the date 
of that apocryphum, if he had :been acquainted with the results of more 
recent criticism on that subject’. Laurence, namely, supposed that it was 
written within 592. days after the death of Nero, because it foretels that 
Nero, i.e. Antichrist, should reign 3 years 7 months and 27 days, and then, 
after 332 days, the Lord would descend from heaven and destroy him. Now 
there can be no doubt that for 332 in this passage we ought to read 
1332, which is the number of days contained in 3 years 7 months (at 30 
days) and 27 days. The meaning therefore is, that after a reign of 
3° 7™ 274, or 1332 days, Antichrist would be destroyed. The number, for 
there is but one, is purely apocalyptic, and contains no note of time whatever. 
It is borrowed, of course, from Daniel's period of 1335 days, Dan. xii. 12, 
which is reduced however by 3 days, I suppose in order to get the double 
of the number of the beast, 2x 666=1332. The work contais no other 
note of time. It was probably written in the course of the third or fourth 
century: certainly not before the destruction of Jerusalem. For a fall 
discussion of this question I must refer the reader to Liicke’s Versuch 
einer volistiindigen Einicitung in die Offenbarung Johannis, p. 125—141.— 
In the Sibylline oracles, Nero is constantly represented in this ight. The 
moet ancient of the passages relating to this subject occurs in the Fourth 
Book 114—121, 134—136, and was imdited (by some Christian) im the 
first or second year of Titus. This appears from the fact that the writer 
notices the eruption of Vesuvius a.p. 79, as a sign of the coming of Anti- 
christ and the Day of Judgment. The Fifth Boek, in which are numerous 
pessages of this kind, (see v. 34, 100, 146), was written in the reign of 
Antoninus Pius. 


1 It is impossible not to recognise 
here the origin of the disgracefully ab- 
surd notion that Nero is Antichrist. 
The 3y 7™ 278 counted from the com- 
mencement of Nero’s persecution are 
quasi 33 years, the “ famous time of An- 
tichrist.”” Note, p. 131. ‘‘ Its editor, Lau- 
rence, has proved by reasonings equally 
ingenious and convincing, that this book 
was composed after 9 June a. D. 68, and 
before 7 or ὃ May a.p. 69, ἑ. 4. after the 
death of Nero, but less than 332 days 
after that event,” p. 122. The passage 
from which this conclusion is drawn is 
in substance as follows: “Afterthe Be- 
loved, being raised from the dead, has sent 
forth his twelve Apostles and returned 


into heaven, many of his disciples shall 
prophesy and work miracles: bat after a 
while, men will leave the doctrine of the 
Apostles, and dispute his coming again : 
there will be great corruption in the 
Churches, &c. Then will Berl, the 
prince of this world, descend in the farm 
of an atheistical king, the murderer of 
his mother, and the Church shall be de- 
livered into his hands : men will sacrifice 
to him, and call him God : the world will 
be full of his signs and wonders : his 
images shall be set up in all cities, and 
his reign shall lest 3 years 7 months 27 
days. Bat then after 332 days the Lord 
shall descend from heaven and consume 
him,” 
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Hints for the Study of Prophecy: Principle of Relations applied. 


§ 626. Ar the head of Apocalyptic Prophecy, or the Vision of the Day 
of the Lorn, stands Jonan, who prophesied before, or in, the reign of Jero- 
boam the Second. Its epoch eoincides with a very remarkable conjuncture 
in the history of the Chosen People. In the northern kingdom, which 
had been brought very low in a long conflict with the power of Syria, 
the accession of the son of Joash was the beginning of a time of prosperity 
such as Israel had never enjoyed since the separation from Judah. This 
recovery had been foretold by the first Prophet, the leader or precursor 
of the whole order of Seers which was thenceforth about to be raised 
up for the purpose of proclaiming the Advent of the Day of God. “Jero- 
boam restored the coast of Israel from the entering of Hamath unto the 
Sea of the Plain, according to the word of the Lorp which He spake by 
the hand of His servant Jonan the son of Amittai, the prophet which 
was of Gath-hepher. For the Lorp saw the affliction of Israel that it 
was very bitter, for there was not any shut up, nor any left, nor any 
helper in Israel. And the Lorp said not that He would blot out the name 
of Israel from under heaven, but He saved them by the hand of Jeroboam. 
the son of Joash,” 1 Kings xiv. 25. Contemporary with the latter part of 
the long reign of this prosperous king, is part of the reign of Uzziah in 
Judah, which was also distinguished by 8 state of prosperity unexampled 
since the days of Solomon. Under these two kings the whole nation was 
reinstated in the possession of the land of its fathers, to the full extent 
of the boundaries of the Abrahamic covenant, “from the entering of Ha-~ 
math unto the Sea of the Plain” and “unto the River of Egypt and the 
Red Sea,” 2 Chron. xxvi. But for the schism, the twelve tribes stood on 
almost the same height of prosperity as in the days of Solomon when 
the Promise received its most signal accomplishment. It was during this 
second spring of the nation's wealth that the Lorp began to reveal His 
approaching Day of Visitation. In His counsels, the judgment conditionally 
pronounced by Moses, was now made absolute, and shortly to go forth. 
First Israel should be visited: for her judgment, Assyria stood ready, 
and waiting the appointed time; within little more than a century, Israel 
should cease to be a nation. Judah's visitation lay further off in the 
vista of ages: the armies of the Lord predestined for her chastisement 
were but now issuing from the womb of nations; while Assyria was 
wielding the besom of destruction against Israel, Babylon and the Chal- 
deans with the Medes were struggling into independence ; in the isles of 
the Chittim were the sons of Javan laying the foundations of empire for 
remote ages; and in the furthest west the Roman Eagle was essaying its 
first flights among the seven hills. At such a conjuncture of Israel and 
Judah’s, and of the world’s history, the great Apocalypse began to be 
given to the Prophets. The Chosen People was raised up from its pros- 
tration and made to stand up on its feet, and to start with renewed strength 
on the career of its final probation. Thenceforth, one Seer after another 
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made known the Visions in which they beheld the Advent of the Day 
of God. And first Jonan, as the leader of their whole order, announced, 
as we have seen, the Lorp’s compassion and merciful revival of His People. 
Then was enacted in his person a significant scene, which forms as it 
were the overture of the great Drama, the prologue and frontispiece to 
the volume of the Prophetic Scriptures. 


1. “The Sign of Jonas the Prophet.” 


§ 627. The events related in the book of Jonah must unquestionably 
be received as real history. I do not see how any other opinion can he 
entertained, consistently with reverence for the Person of our Lord Himself, 
Matt. xii. 39, 41; xvi.4. Luke xi. 29, 32. The sole ground for scepticism 
exists in the extraordinary character of the events narrated ; and as for this, 
it is sufficient to say with Augustine, Aut omnta divina miracula credenda 
non sunt, aut hoc cur non credatur causa nulla est. But with the plain 
historical sense there exists, I am persuaded, a deep symbolical or allegorical 
meaning. This is important to be observed, as it explains the circum- 
stance, otherwise strange, that a narrative relating to a judgment threatened 
upon a heathen city, and on a first view, having no connexion with the 
system of Hebrew Prophecy, should have found its way into the scriptures 
of that system. The symbolical sense, I doubt not, lies deeper than can 
be fathomed by any merely human exegesis: but enough, I think, can 
be discerned (by the aid of an infallible comment which we do possess) 
to shew that this narrative stands in a very significant relation to the 
entire system, forming, in truth, its symbolical prologue or frontispiece. 

ὁ 628. On that memorable and portentous day on which our Lord 
bade the men of his generation to beware of the irremediable sin, He, 
being asked for a sign by some of the Pharisees, Matt. xii. 38. comp. Luke 
xi. 29, answered thus: “An evil and adulterous generation craveth after 
a sign, and no sign shall, be given it, but the sign of Jonas the Prophet,” 
Matt. Luke. “For as Jonas became a sign to the Ninevites, so shall 
the Son of Man be to this generation,” Luke. “For as Jonas was in 
the whale’s belly three days and three nights, so shall the Son of Man 
be in the heart of the earth three days and three nights,’ Matt. “The 
men of Nineveh shall stand up in the judgment with this generation, 
and shall condemn it: for they repented at the preaching of Jonas, and 
lo! (somewhst) more than Jonas is here,” Matt. Luke. Again, on a later 
occasion (after the second miracle of feeding), when the Pharisees and 
Sadducees desired a sign from heaven, He answered, “An evil and adulterous 
generation craveth after a sign, and no sign shall be given it, but the 
sign of Jonas,” Matt. xvi. 4. comp. Mark viii. 11. 

§ 629. It is evident that the sign of Jonas lies not merely in the fact of 
his typical resurrection, but also in his preaching. Jonah, raised from the 
dead in a figure, preaches repentance to the men of Nineveh: the Saviour, 
after his resurrection, preaches by His Apostles, summoning the men of 
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that generation to repentance. The parallelism is obvious: the sign is, 
the preaching of the risen Jesus—the last call to repentance by, and in 
the name of, Him who rose from the dead. And it would seem that 
Nineveh mystically represents Jerusalem : the allotted respite, “yet forty 
days and Nineveh shall be overthrown,” seems so clearly to symbolize 
the closing period of Jerusalem’s probation. On the other hand, Nineveh 
in her repentance forms the contrast to Jerusalem: “the men of Nineveh 
shall stand up in the judgment with thie generation, and shall condemn it.” 
They are placed in the same category with “the Queen of the South:” 
both, that is, denote the Gentiles who should believe in the preaching of 
the Spiritual Jonah. ‘It seems to me that both senses are involved in 
the symbol, and so I shall endeavour to explain it. 

Ὁ 630. Christ raised from the dead, and preaching, by His Church, the 
coming Judgment, is the great characteristic of our whole Dispensation. This 
is impressively shadowed forth in the very opening of the Dispensation of 
the Prophets. It is the central figure in an allegory enacted, as it seems, 
for warning, reproof, and comfort, to the end of the world. How impressive 
in the opening of a Vision of Judgment is the declaration of God’s willing- 
ness to spare the repenting sinner! Were this moral lesson the whole and 
sole import of the beautiful story, how fitly does it stand as a frontispiece 
to the whole Apocalypse of God's threatenings! But it has also a deep 
and manifold spiritual import in which it shadows forth the mystery of 
God. The Prophetic Mission of the Seers before Christ and that of His 
Church since His Resurrection are here prefigured in the person of Jonah, 
who is made withal to typify the very Person of Christ, the Great Pro- 
phet in whom Joel and Isaiah are one with John and Paul. The whole 
succession of the Seers beginning with Jonah foreshadowed Him, the 
Apostolic Church images Him, as the One True Prophet and Utterer of 
“the Apocalypse which God gave Him, to shew to His servants the things 
which must shortly come to pass.” He, incarnate, dying, descending into 
hell, and rising again, stands central between two dispensations of that 
Revelation, which are one in Him, and bear one testimony of His coming 
and kingdom. Here Jonah prefigures both, and Him between both.—That 
which is said of his first mission seems to import a symbolical warning to the 
Prophets, his successors of the old dispensation. They must, as God shall 
severally call them, “arise, go to Nineveh, that great city, and cry against 
it: for its wickedness is come up before God.” That is, they must declare 
the sentence of God’s judgment against their own nation. A terrible ministry! 
and even the more alarming, because they know Him to be “a gracious 
God, and merciful, slow to anger, and of great kindness, and that repenteth 
Him of the evil,” iv. 2: for they will be in danger to be accounted 
lying Propheta, if the sentence they proclaim shall fail to be executed. 
Bat necessity is laid upon them: preach they must, for they cannot flee 
from the presence of the Lonp: He will pursue them with His storms, 
and bring them into the great deep, even “into the belly of hell,” and 
thence raise them up and make them: His messengers. Such seems to be 
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the import of this part of the allegory in reference to the Old Prophets. 
The storm, the casting into the sea, the devouring monster, may sym- 
bolize the inward and outward sufferings, the overwhelming dread and 
agony which attended the prophetic mission. This however is but 8 
shadow of the true meaning: the main significance in these circumstances 
of the story fades off from the Prophets, and gathers iteelf around the 
Person of Him whom their whole order, alike in its office and in its 
sufferings, foreshadowed. The atoning death of Christ, by which the 
storm of God’s wrath is appeased,—a death whieh He Himself in the 
Psalms likens to a descent through the abyss of roaring waters (Psalm 
lxix. 1,2; xl. 2.), is heve wonderfully typified. Nor is it without a meen- 
ing that Jonah was cast into the ses by Gentile hands, and that these 
heathen, when the sea thereupon ceased from her raging, “feared the 
Lord exceedingly, and offered a sacrifice, and made vows.” Jonah’s Psalm 
also, which follows, has its full meaning when interpreted like thoas 
other Psalms which are spoken in the person of Christ: and we may 
remark in passing, that this portion of the wonderful narrative makes it 
8 connecting link between the Liturgical and the Apocalyptic Prophecies, 
6 602. After the figure of the resurrection, the significance recedes from. 
the Person of Christ, and rests again upon His servants and representatives. 
And here, we cannot fail to perceive how aptly this part of the story 
symbolizes the office of the Apostles in reference to Jerusalem, as they 
were sent forth with “the sign of Jonah,” preaching Christ's Advent and 
ἃ judgment which (as the event has shown) came to pass at the end of the 
τοσσαρακονταετὴς χρόνος prefigured by Nineveh’s forty days. In this 
connexion the very name and nation of Jonah are significant: Jonah 
signifies “dove,” and he is of Gath-hepher, a Galilean. It has also been 
shown, ὃ 391, that a remarkable economy of Times and Seasons connects 
the Pentecost, the birth-day of the Christian Church, with the probable 
epoch of Jonah’s preaching.—Here, then, in the first Prophet we have 
am acted or typical prophecy of that great crisis in the destinies of the 
Chosen People. Not, however, of that only, but therewith of the whole 
period reaching from the Resurrection to the Consummation of all things, of 
which those forty years are the miniature emblem, as the judgment on Jeru- 
salem is of the Last Judgment, ὁ 340, 344. The type was also partially 
falfilled in the crises of visitation which preceded Christ's first coming. 
As the jadgment was to be first speedily accomplished upon Isracl, the 
proximate import of Jonah’s preaching is, “ Yet forty years, and Samanza 
shali be overthrown.” Now the judgment began to be executed upom 
that kingdom so soon as the reign of Jeroboam came to a close ; and we 
have already seen, § 301, that from the epoch of Jonah to the beginning 
of “the jast times” of Samaria, <.¢. of the 65 years of Isaiah, the interval 
is precisely commensurate with the final τεσσαρακονταετὴς yporo: of 
Jerusalem. The same interval, perhaps exactly, reaches from the time 
of Isaiah's inaugural vision (chap. vi.) to the close of these 65 years. And 
so in respect of Jernmilem ; the epoch of Jeremiah’s prophesying precedes 
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the catastrophe of the Babylonian jadgment by precisely the period of 
forty years, pp. 180, 247. On each of these occasions, “the men of Nineveh 
rose up im the judgment with that generation, and condemned it.” In 
respect of Samaria, it was peculiarly go: Nineveh, which had repented 
et the preaching of Jonah, was spared—to be the Destroyer of unrepent- 
ing Israel. And this is another significant feature of the transaction. Jonah 
was sent to preach and be a sign, not to Damascus or Tyre or Egypt, 
but to “that great city Nimeveh,” which the Almighty had raised up to 
be the instrument by which He would first judge His people Ierael. 

§ 631. If Nineveh repenting and spared symbolizes the Mercy of God 
to the Gentiles, the withering of Jonah's gourd would seem to denote the 
dissolution of the Mosaic economy, and together with it of the hope which 
the first Jewish believers had cherished that the elect remnant of their 
nation should presently inherit the promises in the kingdom of God. It 
may involve a similar meaning in reference to the Church of the whole 
Dispensation which now is; a meaning‘ deeper perhaps than we can δὲ pre- 
sent understand. With respect to the Prophets themselves (of the Old 
Dispensation), the symbolical lesson contained in this part of the story 
may be of this kind—they are messengers of a sentence of judgment, of 
which it may please God in His mercy to delay the execution: let them 
not begrudge His mercy, whether to their own nation or to uncovenanted 
heathen : neither let them repine δὲ the withering of the Vine under which 
they sat and “rejoiced greatly:” the trne Tabernacle and shelter of the 
righteous is not yet pitched ; the elect are not yet to sit down under the 
shadow of the True Living Vine. In this aspect, also, this scene of the 
Lord's dealings with the first Prophet forms an apt prologue to the whole 
gystem, inasmuch as this was designed, in His seeret counsels, for the | 
removal of the economy which then was, and for the calling in of the 
Pleroma of the Gentiles. 


2. Joel. 


§ 6392. Jonah enacted the prologue to the Vision of the Day of the 
Lerd ; with Joel that great Apocalypse actually begins. And most impres- 
sively is it introduced, by a scene the sublime significance of which we shall 
then in some measure apprehend, when we consider that it is set before us 
by the corypheus of the whole order of Scers, and that it is designed to be 
a summary of “the Mystery of God” about to be uttered through a long 
series of ages “by His servants the Prophets.” Such is in truth its aspect 
and import. It is a grand outline of the whole terrible scene which was 
to be depicted more and more in detail by the hand of succeeding Prophets. 
Accordingly, not the present or near emergencies of good or evil in the 
destinies of his nation, not their existing sins and epeedy retribution, not 
Assyria and Babylon, are the subject of this prophecy : its scope is, the Day 
of the Lord as a whole—es one overwhelming crisis of judgment and mercy. 
Hence aleo it is that in its imagery and colouring, and in the sequence of 
the events pourtrayed, this first Prophecy of the Old Testament exhibits 
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‘so remarkable a parallelism with the last great Prophecy of the New 
Testament. This is not accidental, but grounded .on the fact that Joel is 
the first, John the last, Seer of the one great Apocalypse. To Joel, survey- 
ing the whole march of the judgment, its nearer movements were obscured 
and lost sight of in those more remote which alone were presented to the 
eye of the Séer in Patmos. In Joel we have the summary in outline ; -in 
John the consummation in its awful details. . Thus the great prophetic 
drama is rounded into a complete whole ; its closing scene is the counter- 
part and expansion of that with which it opened. | 

The contents of the Prophecy are two visions, each complete .in itself, 
each, that is, beginning at the approach of the Day of the Lord, and reach- 
ing to the consummation of all things—-Messiah in His kingdom. The 
former consisting of the first two chapters (Heb. but E. V. i. 1—ii. 27) 18 
the symbolical vision of the Locusts: the latter, contained in the other two 
chapters (Εἰ. V. ii. 27— iii. end), drops this symbol, and exhibits the Day of 
the Lord in the usual language of prophecy. This runs parallel with the 
former, or rather includes it. 

§ 633. The Vision of the Locusts is doubtless symbolical, for this, if 
for no other reason, that the hyperbole were else almost profane. It may 
be admitted, however, that the prophecy was occasioned by an extraordinary 
plague of these devouring insects: infact, I conceive that the plague was 
inflicted by Divine Providence as a physical sign and portent of the judg- 
ment about to be executed. The Prophet summoning the nation to re- 
pentance 18 made to know the parable of this plague, and is rapt into the 
Day of the Lord which it portended. And here we see how emphatically 
in the very opening of Prophecy these armies of the Lord are represented 
as a-quaternion of heathen foes sent to ravage the Lord’s inheritance. 
“ Hear this, ye old men, and mark it, all ye dwellers in the land: | Hath 
this ever been in your days, or in the days of your fathers? || Tell ye it 
to your sons, and your sons to their sons, and their sons to the coming 
generation: {| the leavings of the gazam hath the arbah (locust) eaten, the 
leavings of the locust: hath the yeleg eaten, and the leavings of the yeleq hath 
the Ahasil eaten!” Thus though the scene is one, the intervals are there, 
hidden in its perspective-——When the plague has done its appointed work, 
and all Israel falls down guilty: before God, then the Lord arises and is 
jealous for His people. At one blast He disperses this “northern army :” 
then He gives the early and the latter rain: the land rejoices and over- 
flows with His goodness: Himself is with His people, and they shall be 
no more confounded for ever. 

§.634. The other half of. the Prophecy opens with an announcement of 
a future great effusion of the Spirit in His prophetic gifts. In this there 
is an emphasis of this kind: “This is the beginning of a dispensation of Pro- 
phecy:: ‘the Lord :is now first putting of His Spirit, from time to time, upon 
one here, another there, whom He will send forth as heralds of His Advent, 
to ‘blow the ‘trumpet in Zion, and sound an alarm in His holy mountain.’ 
But hereafter, as that Day draws nigh, He will pour out His Spirit upon 
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all fiesh: persons of all conditions, old and young, male and female, master 
and servants, shall be filled with the Holy Ghost—shall be made His Seers 
and Prophets, the heralds and preachers of His coming.” Which received 
8 glorious, though still not a complete, fulfilment on the Day of Pentecost. 
The Gift of that Day was the ἀπαρχὴ and ὠῤῥαβών: the final reality, 
contemplated in the prediction is yet to come—to precede the last Advent, 
as that preceded the dissolutian of the Mosaic Dispensation. The two 
effusions, however, are here blended in one. The whole prediction has a 
double sense, the one relating to the last days of the former αἰών, the 
other to the last days of the αἰών which now is. Hence S. Peter, opening 
the dispensation of Christian Prophecy on the Day of Pentecost, said, “This 
is that which is spoken of by the Prophet Joel, And it shall come to 
pass in the last days, eaith God, I will pour out of my Spirit upon all flesh : 
and your sons and your daughters shall prophesy, and your young men 
shall see visions, and your old men shal] dream dreams: and on my ser- 
vants and on my handmaidens I will pour out in those days of my Spirit ; 
and they shall prophesy: and I will shew wonders in heaven above, and 
signs in the earth beneath ; blood, and fire, and vapour of smoke: the sun 
shall be turned into darkness, and the moon into blood, before that great 
and notable day of the Lord come: and it shal] come to pass, that whoso- 
ever shall call on the name of the Lord shall be saved.” From what has 
been said it is obvious that there is a peculiar aptness in the citation from 
this particular Prophet, not merely because of its contents, but in respect of 
the place which it holds in the very opening of the apocalyptic dispensation. 
§ 636. The following verses are to be interpreted in the same double 
sense. After the Pentecostal effusion the oracle proceeds thus: “Then 
will I give signs in the heaven and on the earth; blood and fire, and 
pillars of smoke: the Sun shall be turned into darkness and the Moon 
into blood before the Great and terrible Day of the Lord come.”— 
are the signs of which our Saviour spoke, the fearful signs and great sights 
from heaven, which, together with wars and desolations on earth, should 
precede His Advent to judgment (upon Jerusalem, for we are still con- 
sidering the proximate sense of the prediction) ; which signs also, we know, 
came to pass.—“And then shall every one that calleth upon the name of 
the.Lornp be saved: for on the Mount Zion and in Jerusalem shall be the 
escaped remnant,” (P’letah)—the elect remnant of Judah, the Church of 
the . Circumcision—“and they that receive the glad tidings” (b’shirin, 
εὐαγγελιζόμενοι LXX)—the election or pleroma of the Gentilee—“ whom 
the Lord shall call.”"—In that dreadful judgment, the day of the Lord upon 
old Jerusalem, the Church, composed of Jews and Gentiles, shall escape. 
The scene described in the symbolical vision, the swarming in of the locusts, 
that is to say, in the sense which we are now considering, the desolating 
invasion of the Roman armies, is itself a main part of “the great and 
terrible Day of the Lord,” subsequent therefore upon the effusion of the 
Spirit. With which agrees the order of the signs in the Apocalypse: the 
“blood and fire” follow upon the sounding of the first and second Trumpet ; 
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when the fifth is sounded, the bottomless pit is opened, and there arises out 
of the pit ἃ smoke as of a great farnace— pillars of smoke’—by which 
the sun and the air are darkened, and there come out of the smoke locusts 
wpon the earth. Rev. viii. 1—3. This, however, which we have been_cam- 
sidering, is the proximate sense of the prediction; another remains, the 
counterpart and consummation of this, in the end of our aiwy; a second 
effusion of the Spirit and gifts of Prophecy, and thereafter the fearful signs 
and great sights from heaven, the opening of the abyss, and the locusts 
under their king Abaddon, the last Antichrist, and the finishing of the 
mystery of God as He hath declared to His servants the Prophets. 

§ 636. The remainder of the vision exhibits the same scene with that 
which is pourtrayed in the latter chapters of the Apocalypse—the gathering 
together of the nations (Rev. xix. 19) to the final conflict, the victory and 
the kingdom of Christ. I have before remarked that Joel's subject is 
general and does not deal with near emergencies. What he sets before our 
eyes is the whole, beheld in the surpassing majesty of its closing scenes = 
the anterior scenes, the comparatively near judgments upon Jerusalem, the 
closely impending visitation of Samaria, fade from the view. Hence it is 
that he takes no account of the separation of Israel from Judah : Jerusalem 
is to him the metropolis of the whole nation. Still, as I have remarked, 
the plurality of the judgment is intimated in the vision, namely, in the 
succession of a four-fold swarm of locusts. We have seen how the prediction 
applies to the two latter crises: in respect of the earlier crises a shadow of 
that fulfilment went before. The raising up of the Prophets themselves 
foreshadowed the Pentecostal Effusion, as Babylon and the Syrian Tyranny 
foreshadowed Rome and the last Antichrist. The whole prophecy has also 
its application to the Day of the Lord in the visitation of Israel then 
impending: for that visitation was accomplished in three terms, as 8 
miniature emblem of the threefold crises of Jerusalem which brought the 
Mosaic Dispensation to a close. This will be explained in what I have to 
remark on the two next Prophets. 


8. Amos. 


§ 637. Joel has ceased, and ere long Amos takes up the strain. The first 
words which he utters re-echo the voice of his leader: “The Lorn roareth 
from Zion, He uttereth His voice from Jerusalem,” Amos i. 2. Joel iii. 16. 
But the matter of his communication is no longer general: the judgment 
which Joel announced Amos must describe. Jerael’s latter end is come: 
Judah's, which is its counterpart, lies far onward in the vista of ages 
And here is an immediate earnest of that which was announced by Joel : 
ἃ day was coming when the Spirit of Prophecy should be poured upon aff 
flesh, without respect of persons, even upon the servants and handmaidens: 
and so Amos, who is “no Prophet, nor son of a Prophet,” is arrested by 
the Spirit from among the herdmen of Tekos. He is sent to proclaim the 
Day of the Lorn at Beth-el, that king and pricet may hear it. Amasiah 
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the priest denounces him to Jeroboam, and casts him out of the land. Then 
Amos records in writing the burthen of the word of the Lord. “The 
Lord roareth from Zion, and uttereth His voice from Jerusalem,” as said 
the prophet Joel, against the heathen indeed, against the enemies of His 
people, as Damascus, Gaza and Tyre, Edom and Ammon and Moab—* for 
three transgressions, and for four, He will not turn away the punishment” 
ef any of them. But seuch more will He visit His own people. Judah 
shall not escape, but Jeraed is ripe for judgment. Her “three, yea, four 

” are above measure aggravated (i. ii.) This is the prologue: 
its “three, yea, four” is the frame-work of the whole prophecy. Zire 
denunciations of judgment follow, each beginning, “Hear this word !” 
chap. iii. iv. v., and the third rans over into a fourth, chap. vi. After 
these utterances, the Prophet beholds the several denunciations taking 
effect in four visions of judgment, each beginning, “The Lord caused me 
to see, and lo—!” And first, what Joel had beheld, the locusts, vii. I; 
then fire, o. 4; next, the Loup standing upon the wall with the plammet 
ef judgment, v. 7; and lastly, upon the altar, giving command to smite 
the whole House, that it may overthrow the whole nation in its ruins, viii. 1. 
After these judgments, Messiah reigns in His Kingdom, ix. 10—end. 

Such is the outline of the contents of the first defaied Prophecy. Any 
thing like a full exposition is beyond the compass of this sketch: I must 
content myself with a few hints relative to the right point of view from 
which it is to be contemplated. 

$638 The “denunciations of judgment,” chap. iii—vi, open with a 
preface, the purport of which is this: Let all Israel, even the whole nation, 
hear! for it is Gop who is now henceforth speaking by the ministry of 
the Prophets. “Hear this word, which Jehovah speaketh against you, 
ye sons of Israel! |—against the whole generation which I brought up out 
of Egypt, saying: || You only do I know before all nations of the earth : 
therefore will I visit upon you all your transgressions !—Do twain walk 
together unless they have made an appointment? | doth the Lion roar 
in the forest, and hath no prey? | is the young Lion heard out of his 
den except he seizeth the prey? || doth a bird fall into the mare upon 
the earth, and hath no net? | is the mare lifted up from the ground, and 
doth not catch anything? || Or is the trumpet blown in a city, and the 
people are not dismayed? | or happeneth an evil in a city, and Jehovah 
hath not done it? ||-—No, never doth the Lord Jehovah anything | without 
vevealing His secret to His servants the Prophets! || The Lion roareth— 
who can but fear? | the Lord Jehovah hath spoken—qwhe can but prophesy?” 
iii, I—6. It needs no eomment of mine to point out the sublime signi- 
ficance of this passage regarded as the opening of detailed Prophecy. : 

$699. The event has shown that the course of judgment conditionally 
announced by Moses, and by the Prophets deelared absolutely, was, in the 
ease of Judah down to the present dispersion, a series of threes distinct 
visitations, and that a fourth yet remains. We have found this idea in- 
volved in the summary of the Day of the Lord with which Joel opened 
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the apocalyptic dispensation: in Amos we find it distinctly. prominent. 
The transgressions of Terael, like those of Judah, are “three, yea, four :~ 
there are four denunciations, and four visions.of judgment. Not that all 
four are brought out distinctly ; in fact, the fourth denunciation and the 
fourth vision are enlargements upon the third: in other words, the third 
and fourth crises, like the first and second Advent of Christ; and the two 
ends of the Αἰών, appear as one. The crisis which is. yet future is merged 
in that which preceded it, so that the vision of judgment seems to termi- 
nate in that crisis, now nearly, 1800 years past, in which the chosen nation 
was cast off. Which phenomenon seems to have its ground in the. purpose 
᾿ of God that the ailwy which now is should be a μυστήριον χρόνοις αἰωνίοις 
σεσιγημένον, not to be revealed until the appointed time. . 

§ 640. And, in point of fact, three crises of Israel's judgment, ending in 
an overthrow corresponding with the catastrophe of Jerusalem, are clearly 
discovered in the history. The first in 772—771 Β. ο., when the last king 
of the house of Jehu being slain: by Shallum, and he by Menshem, Ped 
king of Assyria invades Israel (p. 239). The second, in 738, when Tiglath- 
Pileser takes Gilead, Galilee, all Naphtali, &c., and Pekah is conspired against 
and slain by Hoshea (p. 241), and so Isaiah's prediction vii. 16, was ful- 
filled. The third was the capture of Samaria by Shalmaneser, the carrying 
away of Israel, and the end of that kingdom, 3.0. 721 {p 243)-—Fhe 
fourth is yet to come, for Israel as well as Judah.. 

This threefold visitation of Israel is the earnest of the like destiny 
for Judah and Jerusalem. It has been shown that the last times of Samaria 
are connected by manifold significant economies with those of her sister, 
ᾧ 386 ff. And the attentive reader of this prophecy will discover many 
significant hints implying that its oracles reach beyond Israel, and have 
ἃ further sense in reference to Judah. 


4, Hosea. 


§ 641. Hosea began to prophesy, an Israelite against Israel, towards 
the close of the reign of Jeroboam; and continued to preach against his 
own nation until its overthrow in 721 s.c. The ground-work of his pro- 
phecy is given in the first three chapters, which in themselves form a 
connected whole, and were certainly delivered during the latter years of 
the reign of Jeroboam. He begins his ministry with the description of ἃ 
symbolical drama, which was enacted in a vision. In the spirit he received 
‘command to take to himself a wife, Gomer daughter of Diblaim, of whom 
it was foretold that she would be an adulteress, and that her children 
whom she should bear would be like unto her. She bore 8 son, and 
the Prophet was commanded to call his name Jezreel. The import of 
the name is straightway explained; the blood of Jezreel is about to be 
visited on the house of Jehu; also the bow of Israel shall be broken in 
the valley of Jezreel. This child, therefore, symbolizes the first impending 
visitation of Israel, in the excision of the last descendant of the house of 
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Jehu (after 8 long time-of anarchy § 229), and the subsequent invasion 
of Pul king of Assyria, the first act of the Assyrian judgment. Again, she 
bears a child, a daughter, whose name must be Lo-Ruhamah, oux-jhenpeévn 5 
for the Lord will no longer have mercy upon Israel, though upon Judah, 
it is intimated, He will still have mercy, and will save them not by 
bow and sword and war, not by horses and riders. This symbol, I con- 
ceive, refers to the second Assyrian invasion, by Tiglath-pileser, and the 
second term of anarchy which followed. Lastly, “she weaned Lo-Ruhamah, 
and bare s son; then said He, Call his name Lo-Ammi, not my people! 
for ye are not my people, and I will not be your (God).” Which mani-_ 
festly relates to the final catastrophe of Israel, of which Isaiah prophesied, 
“ Within sixty-five years shall Ephraim be broken in pieces, and shall be 
no more a people.”—-Thus Hosea’s vision runs parallel with that of Amos. 
The three judgments (running over into a fourth) are symbolized by the 
three children of Gomer daughter of Diblaim, (adimpletio peccatorum, filia 
luxuriarum).—Thus far two of the terms of the idea of prophesy, Sin and 
Judgment ; now follows the third, Mercy. The children of Israel shall, 
although cut off, be multiplied as the sand of the sea: the name Lo-Ammi 
shall be repealed, they shall be called, Sons of the Living God: Israel 
and: Judah shall come up out of the land of their captivity (which inti- 
mates that Judah will also be carried away captive) under One Head 
(Messiah): “for great is the day of Jezreel”—this ominous name, ex- 
hausted of its evil import, shall be significant of. good, (comp. ii. 24, 25), 
“Say ye” then “to your brethren, A4mmi, My People! and to your sisters, 
Ruhamah, Beloved!” Thus even the first chapter is complete in iteelf. 
It rans through the three terms of prophecy, from the beginning of the 
judgment upon Israel to the end of the αἰών, when “all Israel shall be 
saved.” 


§ 642. In the second chapter, the symbol, the Prophet and his wife, 
disappear: the ἀλληγορούμενον is drawn off from the ἀλληγορία. Israel 
is this adulteress. Her sin is pourtrayed, and her judgment: she shall 
be stripped of all her glory and pleasures, and shall be secluded, as within 
hedges and walls, that she cannot go after her idols. At the last, the Lord 
will bring her again to Himself, as he did in the first Exode: she shall 
come up again out of the second Egypt (ii. 15. Deut. xxviii. 68.) So 
this chapter reaches over the same extent as the first. 

$643. And now the symbol reappears, the Prophet and his adulterous 
wife. The first verse of chap. iii. is in continuation of i. 9. The drama is to 
proceed. It had previously symbolized the judgments executed upon Israel 
down to the catastrophe, the deportation into Assyria. Now it is to sym- 
bolize the dispensation which beginning thence extended to the end of the 
αἰών. The Lord said, “Go yet, still love this faithless woman:” the pro- 
phet’s dealings with the adulteress shall shadow forth the Lord's dealings 
with _His rejected people. Accordingly, he redeems her (at a price equiva- 
lent to thirty pieces of silver), then announces to her that ahe must long sit 
ἃ widow, secluded both from her former lovers, and from her husband. 
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Which is thas explained: “The children of Israel shall sit many days 
without a king (of God's appointing), and without a prince (of their awn) ; 
without an offering (i. 6. God's true worship in His Temple), and without 
an image (secluded from idol-worship); without an ephod (ἑ 6. without 
God's Priest as their oracle) and without Teraphim (the divinatiens af 
idolatry). But in the end, the childrem of Taracl shall be restored under 
David (Measiah) their king.” 

§ 644. In its first sense, all this was spoken to the Ten Tribes; but, 
like Amos’s prophecy, it reaches further—to Judah. The rejection of Israel 
was the type of Judah's rejection, and on the other hand, the description 
of Israel's condition, from the time of her rejection to the time of her 
restoration, is exactly fulfilled before our eyes in the condition οὗ Judab 
sines Christ's first coming. It would seem, then, that the three crises of 
Israel's judgment (Jezreel, Lo-Ruhamah, Lo-Ammi,) are in like manner 
allegories of three similar crises in the destinies of Judah. 

The remaining chapters I do not attempt to analyse. In these, the 
Prophet uses, for the most part, the language of reality, not of symbol. 
Here he rapidly passes and repasses from one point of the prophetic cycle 
to its opposite ; from sin and judgment to mercy, and from merey to judg- 
ment and sin. It is not, as before, a sustained discourse, but the word 
ef the Lord is uttered as it were by starts and flashes We may remark 
that he repeatedly hints at Judah's concern in these denunciations: «. g. 
vy. δ, 10, 12—15; vi. 4, 11; xi. 4. 


5. Isaiah, chap. i—et. 


§ 645. Thus far Joel had announced the Day of the Lord which he 
beheld in its last scene, the συντέλεια of the whole procedure of the great 
drama: Amos and Hosea had pourtrayed the same procedure in its first 
scenes, its foreground, in which lay the visitation of Israel, and behind 
it that of Judah: these two prophesied against Israel, expremly and by 
name—against Judah covertly and in an economy. 

Kai μὴν ὁ Χρησμὸς οὐκέτ᾽ ἐκ καλυμμάτων 
ἔσται δεδορκώς. “ὁ. c en ne ce wcecescccees 
λαμπρὸς δ᾽ δοικεν ἡλίου πρὸς ἀντολῶς 
᾿πνέων ἐσήξειν, ὥστε κύματος δίκην 

κλυζειν πρὸς αὐγὰς τοῦδε πήματος πολὺ 
μεῖζον" φρενώσει δ᾽ οὐκέτ᾽ ἐξ αἰνιγμάτων. 


“Fhe Vision οὗ Isaram the son of Amoz which he saw concerning Judah 
and Jerusglem in the days of Uzziah, Jotham, Ahaz, and Hezekiah, kings 
of Judah.” Full forty years before the catastrophe of Samaria, this glorious 
Seer began to announce the Day of the Lord about to break in upon both 
kingdoms, but especially upon Jerusalem. That Samaria’s end was fast 
approaching, the former prophets had declared: Isaiah was to reveal the 
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futurity of Jerusslem and the House of David. This he did, in 8 series 
of prophecies extending from the latter years of Uxziah to that momentous 
erisis in the history of Jerusalem, the overthrow of the host of Assyria, 
and, concurrently with thie, the miraculous recovery of Hezekiah and pro- 
longation of his life, ch. i—-xxxix. After this begins a new series of visions, 
ch. xl—end. Throughout the period occupied by the first half, the fate of 
Judah seemed, to man’s eye, to hang in the balance. The terrible “ northern 
army” which Joel beheld was come up; again and again it laid Israel 
waste, until the judgment was complete (721 s..), and Israel was 
moO more a people. Should Jerusalem escape? An ominous pause ensued. 
At length (713) the great day of decision is arrived. The Assyrian “is 
come to Aisth; he is passed to Migron: at Michmash he lays up his 
eatriages ; Madmenah is removed ; the inhabitants of Gebim gather them- 
selves to flee: as yet he remaineth at Nob that day: he shakes his head 
against the mount of the daughter of Zion, the hill of Jerusalem. Behold, 
the Lord, Jehovah Sabaoth, lops the bough with terror.... And there 
cometh forth a Rod out of the stem ef Jesse, a Branch out of his roots,” 
(x. 28—xi. 1). Jerusalem is saved, yet not, as it might have seemed 
from this vision, by Mrsstan’s Advent. Immediately after this deliver- 
ance, Hezekiah, sick unto death, about to be eut off in the midst of his 
days, is miraculously recovered: fifteen years are added to his life. This 
symbolizes the great crisis which the nation had now overpast, and the 
respite which was granted to it. Im the very next chapter, the view is 
opened into faturity, and Basyiow appears as the destined instrument of 
God's deferred judgment. And with this ends the first Part of Isaiah’s 
Prophecy. 

$646 I shall briefly describe the eontents of the first six chapters, 
and so bring these remarks to a close. 

Ch. i. Jerusalem is sapostate,—“the city which is spiritually called 
Sodom.” Mercy is offered, and refused; judgment must take its course: 
then she shall be restored. 

Ch. ii—iv. Messiah's kingdom : but first the judgment on the spostates, 
and dire distress on the whole nation: then the remnant shall be saved, 
and Meesiah will reign.—The vision reaches from the time of the Prophet 
to the end of the world ; but in describing the provocations of the nation 
he continually reverts to the sins of his own times. 

Ch. v. The parable of the vineyard: this received its fall accomplish- 
ment in the crisis which ensued upon the First Advent. It is remarkable, 
however, that three stages of sin and judgment are described. (1.) v. 8—10. 
(2.) o. 11—17. (3.) 18—25. (Compare the remarks on Amos and Hoses). 
The concluding verses, 26—30, describe generally the army of the Lord 
against Jerusalem—the deluge of His wrath which shall overwhelm it. 
“There is a roaring over it in that day like the roaring of the sea; if 
one looks to the land, there behold thick darkness, and the light is dark- 
ened by the drippings thereof :” the sea roars over it; from above, the 
windows of heaven are opened: it is “as the waters of Noah.” (§ 328.) 
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ὁ 647. Ch. vi. This cycle of prophecy, which may be regarded as 
the Prologue to the entire collection, is completed with an account of the 
vision in which Isaiah was inaugurated to his ministry of judgment. He 
saw Jehovah (that is, as we learn from 8. John xii. 41, the uncreated 
Word, Christ) in His glory, surrounded by the Seraphim. He bewailed 
himself, “a man of unclean lips, dwelling amid a people of unclean lips:” 
a seraph touched his lips with a burning coal from the altar of incense, 
so cleansing them. Then the, Lord said, Whom shall I send? and Isaiah, 
offered himself, and received his commission—a ministry of judgment and 
reprobation ; which was to last “until the cities be waste and without inha- 
bitants, and houses without men, &c.”—This -ministry took effect first im 
the Babylonian judgment; but it was not to end there—for it was added, 
“and if then there be yet therein a tenth,” i.e. though the tenth part be 
restored from that desolating judgment, “it shall be consumed the second. 
time" (it must into the fire again, Ewald); yet never an utter destruction, 
but, “like the. terebinth and like the oak, to the which when they are 
hewn down a root-stump is left, so its stock shall remain—a holy seed.” 
The fall effect appears in the rejection of Christ by the. Jews (John xii. 
38), and the reprobation which followed. 

§ 648. The time of the Vision in the Temple is marked as “the year. 
in which king Uzziah died.” But it is obvious that in this vision we have 
the inauguration of Isaiah into his prophetical office. Hence the prophe- 
cies in chap. i—v. must be assigned to the reign of Jotham. The vision, 
though it occurred before them is placed after them: in which arrange-. 
ment there 18. 8 peculiar emphasis and: significance. Isaiah reveals. the 
Day of the Lord, but Jerusalem will not hear. Whence this insensibility ? 
To the Prophet, the veil is drawn aside and discloses the counsel of Jeho- 
vah. The sentence of judgment is no longer pending—it is gone forth. 
irreversibly: the Lord has left Jerusalem to herself, and she will not, 
pay, cannot repent: Isaiah's ministry, the ministry of all the Prophets, is 
ordained to be a savour of death unto death: the nation is given-up and 
left to perish : only the remnant shall be saved. Accordingly, with a refer- 
ence to this vision, 8. John closes: his history of.the acceptable year of. 
the Lord: “Though He had done so many miracles, they believed not :. 
because Isaiah had said, Lerd, who hath believed our report? Therefore 
they could not believe, because that Isaiah said again, He hath blinded theix 
eyes, and hardened their heart; that they should not see with their 
eyes, nor understand with their heart, and be converted, and I should heal 
them. These things said Esaias when -he saw His glory and spake of 
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Ὁ P. 91, line 7 from bottom : for tt le, read ie it. 
99, note: for 300, read 312. 
38, line 1] from bottom: for celebratus, read 


γε 
40, line 9 from bottom: accents misplaced : 
ἡμέραις and ἀπογραφῆς. 
50, line 4: for Hanbuch, read Handbuch. 
565, line 5 from bottom : for § 496, read § 429. 
@2, note, col. 1, line 11: for explains, read e2- 


71, note, col. 2, Hine 5: for as, read for. 

75, (5), le 2: for 428 read 432. 

76, § 80, end: add—The well-known story of 
Abgarus, king of Edessa, in Euseb. H. E. i. fin. 
contains the date ἐπράχθη ταῦτα τεσσαρακοστῷ 
καὶ τριακοσιοστῷ ἔτει. The seta here used is that 
of the Seleucid, and the 340th year began in the 
autumn of Δ. ". 28 Hence it appears that a. Ὁ. 29 
was the received year-date of the Passion in Syria 
during the third century, to which, δὲ latest, the 
document is to be referred. See the note of Vale- 
stus in J. 

P. 79, § 84, “ Epiphanius gives 32 years 74 days,” 
add—The more usual estimate seems to have been 
82 years and 3 months, which was made out thus: 
—Christ born 25 December : baptised in the thirtieth 
year, 6 January, ἰ. 6. 207 1234 or perhaps Soy 124; 
crucified in the 33d year, 25 Mar., therefore at the 
age of 83) 85. (See a fragment of Apostolic Consti- 
tutions, cited by Cotelerius, Jud. de Constit. Apost. 
Patres Apostol. t. i. p. 197.) Hence the length as- 
signed to the Ministry was either 3y 604, or 27 804. 

P. 83. (3) For the testimony of Julius Africanus 
see fragm. ap. Hieronym. in Dan. ix. ; 

$b. After (δ) add: 8. Cyrill. Alex. in Esai. c 52. 
Philastrius Aer. 106. 6So the author of the Clemen- 


tina, Hom. xvii. fin. ὅλῳ ἐνιαντῷ ἐγρηγορόσιν πα- 


ites in the second . 
P. 80, line 11: for elvas, read εἶναι. 
4. note 2, line 1: for vicious, read offcious. 
P. 90, note 1, line 7: for anf, read au/. 
91, § 95: compare the recapitulation in § 582. 
96, note 1, line 8 : for xpéripor, read πρότερον. 
124, line 9: for Mersover, read Moreover. 
ἐδ. line 2, twice: for Simon, read Joseph. 
131, note, col. 2, line 13 from end: 
further consideration 


On I withdraw the remark 
made in this parenthesis. Aewrépay χάριν refers 
not to the former visit, but to an intention which 
the Apostle had subsequently abandoned. His 
original plan was, to proceed direct from Ephesus 
to Corinth, thence to Macedonia, and from Mace- 
donia to return to Corinth. Referring to this, he 
says, “I minded to come to you first,”"—é. ¢. 


you might have me twice, first on my way to Mace- 
donia, and a second time on my return thence. See 
én ἢ 
P. 133, line 3 from bottom: read δεκατεσσάρων. 
P. 144, $134. 8. Peter's arrival at Rome is as- 
signed by Lactantius to the year 54. Inde discipuli 
woo. Giepersi cunt per ommem terram sicut Domi- 
nus imperaverat, et pex annos 36 usque ed princi- 


pium Neroniant imperil [18 Oct. 4. p. 54. ] per omnes 


provincias et civitates Ecclesia fundamenta mise- 


runt. Cumque jam Nero imperaret, Petrus Romam 
advenit, ἄς. De Morte Persecutorum, c. 2, Twenty- 
five years reckoned from Lactantius’s date of the 
Ascension, A. D. 29, reach to a. D. 54. This is the 
original meaning of the statement that 8. Peter's 
Roman pontificate lasted 25 years. Jerome and the 
authors of the pontifical catalogues reckoned this 
term back from the year to which they referred the 
Apostle's martyrdom (A. Ὁ. 67) and so obtained 
the year 42, the second of Claudius. Hence the 
fable of a firet visit of 8. Peter to Rome in that 
year. Hence also the confusion in the accounts of 
the first three bishops of Rome. Clement was cer- 
tainly bishop in the interval between the martyr- 
dom of the two Apostles and the destruction of 
Jerusalem, i.e. at some time between 4. Ὁ. 65 and 
70. This being known, the term of 23 or 24 years, 
reaching from A.D. 42 to 65 or 66, was filled up 
with two episcopates, that of Linus 12 years, and 
that of Anencletus 11 or 12 years, who were repre- 
sented as exercising the episcopal functions euper- 
stite Petro, videlicet. ut (Ui eptecopatuse curam gero- 
rent ipes vero apostolatus impleret officium. 80 
Rufinus Pref. in Recagn. Clementis. By a further 
mistake it was supposed that Linus succeeded 8. 
Peter on his death: so Eusebius Hist. Eccl. til. 9, 
13, 14, reports that Linus sat 12 years after 8. Peter : 
Anencletus 12 years after Linus: thus the episco- 
pate of Clement was made to begin about a. D. 92. 
The facts, it seems to me, may be thus represented : 
8. Peter arrived at Rome, 4. ἢ. 54—5, S. Paul in 
the spring of 56. One or other of these Apostles or- 
dained Linus the first Bishop. This we learn from 
S. Treamus: Fundantes et instruentes B. Apostoli 
eccleslam Lino episcopatum administranda ecclesia 


vil. 46, he was ordained by Paul. 
ing to the lists, between 11 and 13 years, and suffered 

in the year Coss. Capitone of Rufo, A. Ὁ. 
67. Eleven years reckoned back from that year 
reach to a.pD. 56, the year of 8. Paul’s arrival at 
Rome. According to Tertullian, Prescript. heret. 
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P. 151, § 144. For a full and critical account of 
the Evangelium Hebraorum as used by the Naza- 
renes, who seem to have been orthodox Obristians 
of the circumcision, and by the heretical Ebionites, 
see Olshauesen’s valuable work Die Eehtheit der vier 
ieanonischen Exangelien, K inigsberg, 1823. 

P. 153, line 6, add: Papias derived his informa- 
tion from John the presbyter, “a disciple of the 
Lord.” Kuseb. H. EB. ili. 29. 

P. 155, line 16: add note: And in fact the Gospel 
of & Mark was at no time used for party purposss, 
or exclusively claimed by any sect. Irenscus indeed, 
Har. iii. 11, seems to imply that the Ceriathians 
attached themeeives to this Gospel, im like manner 
as the Ebionites to Matthew, Marcion to Lake, end 
Valentinus to John. But the statement may have 
etieen from ἃ comfusion between 8. Mark and ἃ copy 
of the first Gospel, mutilated of the first two chap- 
ters. Gee Olshausen Echtheitder 4 Evangelien, Ὁ. 96. 

P. 166-178. The dates from the Canon ave to 
be placed 12 or 13 days later ; see § 438 and note. 

P. 170, Table, last line but one, for 1 Jen., read 
ll Jan. 

P. 184, Hine 12 and 25: for sabbatical, read jubt- 
loan ; ese p. 388. 

P. 184, line 24: for beginning, read ending. 

180, line 90: for xxxvili, read xxvill. 

901, § 189, line 1: dele the. 

4. line 6 from end : for trwthe, read trath. 

200, last line: see § 442. 

510, § 206, line 7: after Inst. of Chronclegy, 
add, § 442. 

Ῥ. 938, line 11 from end: for vice veren, read Ahad 
v. Zly complete, Jehoshaphat 257 esmpiete. 

P. 248, note 2, line 5: for 752, read 738. 

244, lime 3 from end: eee § 493. 

2653, § 230, line 9: see § 497. 

261, line 7: for accessary, read acosssary. 

$b. last line: insert af before the histery. 
257, last line but one: for ptesibic,read possibly. 
268, § 958, end. See μι, 902, nate 3. 

992, note, Ime 2: dele “and 535." 

208, note i. See p. 321, note 1. 

268, line 3: read Pharaeh. 

330, note, col. 2, line 6: mad 

344, note. infra, Addemda to p. 461. 

390, line 9 from end : for chem, read Shem. 
355, Hine 7: for ὃ... 908, read 8 x 998. 

372, Hine 4 from end: Injre p. 6808. 

374, note, Ene 16: read vi. 1. 

48. line 6 from end: “Clement of Alexm- 


of David to the Captivity about 482 years. (Others, 
however, mace it 4887 @=, %. § 121). 
theseventy years’ captivity, which he dates from the 


Nebuchadreszar,” ἐδ. § 127. ‘This gives for his date 
of the Exode 808 + 1005 = 1803 5, ε., only seven 
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P. 383, note 1, Ime: before the Aref, insert vic. in. 
306, line 17: Infra p. 544, note. 
402, §349: Infra ἢ 504, note. 
400, ὃ 358: Infra p. 460, note 2. 
ἐδ, §380: Σὰ § 04, mote. The pronsssion 
to the Temple took place on the Monday, the eleans- 
ing of the Temple on the Tuesday in Passion Week. 
P. 438, line 17 from end: From 588 to 198 a.e. 
the year in which the Jews revolted to Syria (see 
§ 199, 200) are just 390 years. 
P. 446, §202, line 9: Elijah. On this point the Fa- 
thess of the first six centuries are almost unanimous. 
Bellarmin. de Rom. Pontif. tii. 6, sums up their tes- 
timony by declaring that the contrary opinion is 
vel heresis vel harest prosineus errer. See Suicer, 
8. V. "Hiias, Fabricii Cod. apocr., N. T. i. S01. iii. 
377. Hengstenberg Christelogie des 4. T. 444, ff. It 
may be well to cite a few of the more prominat 
passages on this subject. S. Justin Martyr. Dial. ε. 
Tryph. c. 40, declares that Elijah must precede the 
Second Advent, πρὶν ἀλθεῖν ἡμέραν Kypiov rip pe- 
γάλην καὶ éwupayg : that our Lord speaks of such an 
advent of Elijah as still future, Matt. xi. 14: that it 
only began to be fulfilled in the Baptist. Tertull. de 
anima, 50: Transiatus cet Enoch αἱ Efias nee more 


extinguant. 
ἂν τῷ εἰκεῖν ὅει Ἥλίας μὲν ἄρχεται, δεικνύει, on 


σίας, οὕτως “HAlag dora: τῆς δευτόρας παρουσία. 
(To the same effect Origen, 8. Cyril. Alex, Theo- 
doret.) S. Augustin de Cis. Del xx. 92. Por hume 
Biiam magnum mirabliemque erpostia sbi lage 


namgque igneo raptus est de rebus humanities, qued 
evidentissime eancts ecriptura testater. Comp. S. 
Hyppolyt. de Antichristo, p. £7. Doroth Tyr. de 
Vit. Proph. ο. 18. Dr. Pusey, in one of the notes to 
the recent Oxfoed trausiation of Tertullian, Vol. 1. 
Ῥ. 130, considerably understates the sense of the 
Ancients on this point, in speaking of it as “‘an 
expectation which is found in the Fathers, iat 


is, 1 am inclined to think, Moses, for he it was who 
appeared with Elises in the Transfiguration, whieh 


